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I. Introduction

Onof the basic skills required by our society is literacy, and the insti-

tution in our society charged with this responsibility is the school. In recent

"N.

'years there has been some concern that schools are not able to perform this
,

function fully Without aid from other agencies in the society, such as the home,

the community, public libraries and industiy. Much publicity at the federal;

state and local levels has been given to the lack of literacy in the American

population. High nat onal,priority has been assigned to the acquisition of

.

literacy. skills by ch ldren and adults. Further, federal funding fora variety
t Ns. ,

/ . ' $

of literacy training rograms for all segments of thepopulation is indicative

.,, I --
;

of the
.

commitment by various agencies to the creation of a coMpfletely literate

'

population. The continued funding of the literacy efforts of 27 sEatse directed

Right. to Read (R2R) Prpgrams represents one such commitment. The state of
"

Illinois through its state educational department has been iNiolVe4 in Right to

Read programs for the last three years. It is appropriate that'programs of

this importance be evaluated Carefully.

0 -

The comprehensive assessment of Right'to Read programs, in Illinois began

September 15, 1975. A proposal was Submitted by the Research and Development (R&D)

Center of the College of.,,,Education, Roosevelt University in the summer of 1975 in

response to an 12FP from,the Illinois Office of Educa,tion: The request 'for pro-

posals called for an outside evaluati9n of approximately 60 projects tt)youghout

the state and the two training programs operated to prepare Right to Read directors.

40,

.The three general purposes Rt the Right to Read el-fort in Illinois are:
,/'

To provide loca1*titizens.with the knowledge and expertise

necessary to achieve 90% literacy by 980;

2. To encourage 'the development of''action programs at the local

level to achieve the above goal;



'

3. To train local Right to Read directors in the areas of recent
trends in reading, good communication techniques, working with
local advisory councils, planning and'assessing programs.'

The contract to evaluate-the Right to Read programs in Illinois was awarded

by the Illinois Office of Education to the Research and pevelopment staff of

Roosevelt University. The following objectives had to be accomplished in the

time frame September 15,l975 through March 31, 1976.

1. To analyZe and report the state level Right to Read status
relative, to program objectives.

2.
.

To analyze and report local education agencies status re-
lative IT criteria for community literacy programt established
by the state Right to Read Advisory Council.2

A

3 To prepare a computer model for monitoring, reviewing, updating

and adjusting Right to Read activities of the local education

agency,

4.
,

To auZcze and interpret tb9 implementation process

follow,: by the state level Right to Read Program and recom-
mend alteAnative avenues for'reaching objectives.

A few words should be said about the structure and functionof the Right

to Read Program in,Illinois, The Right to Read PrOgram in Illinois was federally

funded initially in 1973 through a grant to the state upon submission of a pro-

posal prepared by the members of the state Right to Read staff, functioning in

the former Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), Instruc-

tional Services Division. The state staff included a director of R2R and th

consultants, one for each.geographic region in the state. In 1974-75 th= state

R2R staff planned the program with the approval of the Director of the Instruc-

tional Services Division, recruited applicants for the training programs, se-

lected candidates for th training programs, engaged consultants and space for

1Parapqased from RFP issued by Right to Read staff of Illinois Office of

Education, June, 1975.

2 It was discovered that the Criteria for Community Literacy Programs being

developed by the State Advisobi' Council was in the working draft stage and was

not approved by the Council' or communicated to local project directors. Conse-

quently, the objectives *could not be used for evaluation of'local projects.
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the two training programs (Ianuary, 1974 and Atn;,ust, 1974), prepared materitils,

asseSaed activities such as the training programs,' prepared reports and pro-

,

posals, and allocated and managed other resources of the R2R funds". In December,

1975 the new State Superintendent of Education instituted, different organize-
-

tional arrangements in the Illinois Office orEducation (formerly the OSPI).

The Instructional Services Division became the Division of Program Planning and')

Development and anew Director was appointed when the former Director was se-.

\\*

1

lected to functioh as a special consultant to the new Superintendent, In 1976

the to Read staff was reduced:to the Director and one Educational Consultant

and the new round .of training programs was contracted out to'three universities,

one in each of the three regions'in the state.

Several interesting problems surfac&I,during the period of the formulation

and implementatipn of the proposed evaluation design. .Fot example, the design

called for the specification of objectives at the local and state level. It was

discovered that- no single set of objectives, or tasks existed 0 structure the

activities o& 'the projects at the state or local level. Local,projects had the

,option of fimplementing the three broad R2R pu'rposes stated above in what they

perceived to,be the most expeditieus\way, given their roles and their- communi-

ties. The state R2R staff supported local efforts through workshops,-'sit'e

visits, literature, information dissemination and consultant' service. IN,11) stand-

ard of performance at the local level was available, but the 'tote staff members

could identify "successful and unsuccessful" projects. It was necessary for the -.

R&D evaluators to objectify and specify the implied criteria upon which the

state staff's judgments were made. Additionally, the evaluators had to accom-

modate the feature of self-selection or voluntarism in the analysis of the local '

project directors' activities. Although local R2R directors were given

expenses during the four week state sponsored training programs, their R2R

vities were entirely voluntary when they returned to their local districts.
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Given the commonalities and the unique features of the Right to Read

4rograuis in the State of Illinois, the Research and Development staff prOposed

to design the. evaluation based on the Discrepancy Evaluation Model.
1

The Dis-

crepancy EValuation Model (DEM), well-known to educational researchers, is

1.)pH-suited to the evaluation of state -wide and federal projects,
2 each of whiCh

has) get of common elements and unique program features.

A comple e explanation of the rationale and design of the, evaluation is

presented in sec ion II. However, it should be stated here that the evaluation

scheme lined was comprehensive, systematic and involved a continuous moni-t,

toring rocess multi-year program.
3

The model further provided for

bo.h formative and : mmative evaluation.4 Information could be gathered system-

.
ai:ic,44.1y and periodically and the design allowed the analysis of the information.

V

to be easily and quickly available to program management. Finally, the model

provided comparative data concerning the many local projects involved in the

state-wide Right to Read program.

The DEM required the specification (by participants in the program at the

state and local levels) of a set of ideal goals or objectives which could be

met by accomplishing a set of tasks attendant to each of the objectives. Then

measures were made of how many tasks had been accomplished as a kind of reality

check. By comparing 6te'real accomplishments and the ideal objectives, a dis-

1Malcolm Provus, Discrepancy Evaluation, (Eerkley,_California: McCutchan
Publishing Company; 1971).

4,

/
-"Evalpation Wcirkplan and Program Design for i;ew Hampshire Sta-ti-Depart-

ment Right to Read'Program," FY 1975.
:.. A .,.._

3J. R. Sanders, and'D. J. Cunningham, "A Structure for Formative.Evalua-
tion in Product Development," Reviw ofEducational,Research, 1973; 43(2),
p. ?17. ,

4
M. Scriven, "the Me,:hodology of Evaluation" in R. E. Stake (Ed.), AERA .

'4onograph Series on Curriculum Evaluation,11o. I, Chicago: Rfand McNally, 1967.

"0'

13
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crepancy score is derived.

I - R D

Ideal,Objectives (compared to) Real Task Accompli hment Discrepancy

I

The foilr initial Proposel objectives in the contract dicinot call for spe-

ci/fication of each program's unique set of goals. After consultation with the

state R2R staff, the two additional proposal objectives were included in the

evaluation design. The Research and Development Center would:

1. Prepare a taxonomy for the discrepancy evaluation of the Right
to'Re'ad Programs in Illinois from ell generic and specific ma-

o terial collected by the,Illinois Office of Education. The

tlaxgnomy would be a classification system prepared in terms of

the major elements of the program and the specific sub-elements,
receptorTopulations and project activities. An example of the

general aspects of the taxonomy is shown in Appendix A. The

taxonomy would be coded fpr the computer.

2. Prepare an "ideal" set of qualitative and quantitative criteria
for each of the major objectives in the Right to Read Program
in Illinois from the file material available.

During the months of. September and October 1975, several meetings were held

with the staff of the R & D Center and the state R2R staff. In the course Of

the discussions, it was d0termined that it would be more useful if the R and D

staff would design a monitoring instrument based on common and optional objec-
-

#

Lives established by the state and the local projects. 'Consequently, the four

originali,objectives of the evaluation contract were modified as follows:

1. Assess the training programs with respect to project and
personnel attrition rates and degrees of success. (See

October 17, 1975 Interim Report in Appendix A)

2. Collect, analyze and interpret status of Right to Read
programs on a statewide, regional and local level by

examination of the Right to Read project files, telephone

interviews and mailings.

3. Review data and prepare a computerized model for monitoring,
reviewing, updating and adjusting activities at the local

level.

4. Analyze the present implementation process of the State

1'

a

II
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a

'Right to Read program and recommend alternative avenues
for reaching objectives.

, .

.

The Research and Development Center established a new time line of activi-

ties and proceded to analyze files and refine instruments and programs. By

October 20, 1975 an Interim Report, the monitoring instrument and format of the

design for the computer program were delivered to the state.

The major data, sources were local VR project files, state staff reports
0

and recordi, budget information, Title I records, federal R2R documents and

guidelines, applications of the R2R project directors ((potential and actual)

training program materials, telephohe surveys of selected R2R project directors,

interviews with state staff and R2R director's reports of the numbers of indi-

viduals and institutions involved in their projects. The major-source of.in-

formation for the analysis of local R2R projects were the individual project

files in the state offices in Springfield and Chicago. Analysis of data was

ongoing.

This final report is a summary of the half year of work of the Research

and Development Center staff. We are most grateful to State staff for their

assistance, cooperation, openness and dedication. bpecialThpgra7iStion-is-cA-'

pressed to:

Debbie Buza
Harvin Cook
Linda Davidson
Ralph Faught
Donald Funk
Nancy Huddleston
Mamie Jackson
Susan Steinhour
Lyndon Wharton

1The agreement negotiated on October 13, 1975 and PLRT:charts for each

objective are shown in Appendix B.

fJ
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II. Purposes of the Report: An _Overview

The evaluation of a large number of projects with diverse activities

required the integration of a number of different procedures and tasks. Since

various methods of evaluation could have been employed, it is necessary in

prkenting the purposes of this report to explain not only thello.rocedures uti-

lized, but the rationale for choosing them. TO insure that information yielded

4 ;

by the evaluation coincided with the needs and demands of the Illinois Office

of Education, careful consideration was given to the purposes of the evalua-

tion, the kinds of information that would be useful, and the models of evalua-

.
tion which could adequately serve the stated purposes. The following describes

the ratimale and design of the evaluation, the nature of the findings, and

states the intention to produce recommendations for improved operation. As

statements of intentions, they comprise the purposes of the evaluation and of

this report.

A. Description of the Development of the Evaluation Rationale
i

Evaluation objectively and thoughtfully conducte can:

l) insure the quality of the product; i

2) insur ,quality lof the product at minimum cost;

)I
3) serve a management and decision-making tclol concerning

the Tmination, maintenance, or expansion (3f programs.

The model of evaluation chosen to assess Right to Read (R2R) projects in

Illinois had to perform the following functions:

l; assess the cilmmon and unique program'features of a large

number of projects;

2) facilitate the periodic monitoring and ,eummative assessment of

the completion status of program objectives;

3) allow for the assessment of individual projects, groups of pro-

jects by Region, and of projects statewide.
,

S
16
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The model chosen, and one that fully satisfied thF above requirements, was the

Discrepancy. Evaluation Model (DEM).

Although the above requirements dictated for the Most part the selection

of this particular model, the model itself had, a number of additional features

whicfi enhance its applicability to R2R needs. The DEM has been utilized in

the past for the evaluation of federal and state projects and has proven its

usefulness in this capacity. It is comprehensive in scope and can.be utilize&

as a model for planning as well as for evaluation.

With these capabilities, the DEM was used to structure the collection of

the informatift from files of existing projects and to provide a framework for

the develoPment of a' monitoring instrument to be utilized in the periodic assess-

ment of progregs of Right to Read projects. The monitoring instrument Was de-
,

signed to carry out the following functions:

1) tojprovide local directors with a set of required and optional
objectives around which they could organize their program;

2) to enable the periodic reporting of the completion_status of

the objectives and activities which directors chose to accomp-

lish;

3) to enable the individual, Regional, and statewide reporting

of the achievement of stated goals;

4) and to provide Information for decision-making at kcal and

state Fevels.

Upon completion of th- instrument, a computer program was developed which

would analyze the information supplied by local projects for state and local

use. Given the applicability of the various features of the DEM to the evalua-

tion requirements of R2R projects, this model was judged to be extremely well

suited to perform the needed functions.,

B. Description and Development of the Evaluation Design

To design the evaluation, the Research and Development staff of

17
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Roosevelt University framed a number pf questions'to guide and structure the

collection of data. The questions and the methods by which they were answered

are listed and described below:

1) How will the Right to Read project files be analyzed?

"2) Now will an instrument be developed-which can be used
a) as a planning and monitoring device for R2R_projects?
b) as a-tool for analyzing the file data?

c) and as a way of structuring the training of future,directors2,

3) How will a computer program be designed to collate and summarize
local project reports of progress?

4) How can the directors, the projects themselves, and the popular
tions served by R2R be described and compared?

5) Hoti can the activities and services provided by the R2R state

staff be described?

These questions provided the structure for the evaluation design, and the answers

to these questions provided the methodology. The following briefly states the

activities which were performed to answer these questions. In the methodology

section, these methods will be.discussed in more detail.

In response to the firt question, the R2R project files were content ana-

lyzed. From this analysis a classification scheme - a,taxonomy of objectives and

,activities, persons involved, and inferred changes in knowledge, skills and re-

%
lations - was constructed. It was utilized to organize the vast and diverse

amounts 'of data in the files and was intended to clarify the subsequent develop-

ment of the monitoring instrument. A copy of this taxonomy may be found in its

entirety in Appendix C. Once the taxonomy was completed; an instrument was con-

structed. The instrument was designed to carry out two primary functions:

4

1) to enable the project directors to construct and submit a plan

of activities based upon state supported objectives and acti-
vities for R2R projects;-

~

2) to facilitate the periodic monitoring of each prOject con-

cerning information pertaining.to each of the four domains of

the taxonomy.
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After obtaining a clear sense of what the instrument was to do, construction

began on,a computer program oftanized around the purposes, functions, and design

of the entire monitoring system. The output was to be utilized by both state

staff and' local directors for assessment and improvement of local project's.

Because immediate information was needed concerning directors, projects,

and populations served for the then upcoming third round pi training sessions,

,

an Interim Report
1
was prepared from available data in R2R 'files. This was sub-

,

initted October 20, 1975 with the intention of reporting any additional informa-

tion related to the above aspects as findings in the final report. The design

aspects,of the Interim Report specified that the three most and three least suc-

cessful projects from each Region, selected by the R2R state staff, be utilized'

to determine the successful and unsuccessful characteristics of directors and

projeCts and any unique differences between the populations served by the suc-

cessful and unsuccessful projects. In addition, a telephone survey of a sample

of the 18 selected projects was conducted to gather information on the R2R

directors' responses to' the These I and Phase II training programs. Initial

* -
inspection of the data from the\18 selected projects revealed that socioeconomic

status (SES) of the populations erved appeared to distinguish between the most

/and least successful, and a decis on was made at the time of the initial inspec-'

tion to examine the populations served in terms of this demographic variable.

State staff utilization of time was determined by content' analyzing ea4i

member's monthly reports ,wer a nine month period and also by asking each member

to submit an estimation of their time spent in par'ticular activities over this

same period of time. The time descriptions submitted and the content analysis

matched very closely. From these two analyses, an attempt as made to report

1This report, entitled Interim Report co the State of Illinois Rif4tr.9.
Read Staff on Selected Aspects of the Program appears in Appendix A.
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the activities andseryices which contributed to success of local projects and

to obtain an'overall picture of how the staff utilized their time.

Related to state staff utilization of time is the dspect of costbenefit.

In that all projects funded through state or federal agencies are held accountable

'for the allocating and spendin of funds awarded, any evaluation would be remiss

not attending to4the aspect, of evaluation. Contingent upon projected budget

figures submitted by the state staff concerning costs of training seeNi8ns, sant-

-

ries paid, workshop and travel estimations of cost,.and monies needed for supplies,

a cost-benefit analysis was conducted for the time period covering the first two

phases.

C. Presentation of .Findings and Products

As an outcome of the evaluation procedures outlined above, a diverse set of

11

findings and products will be presented 'n this, report. From computer analysis'

4

of the file data, each project will receive a' printout summarizift the completion

status of seven required objectives and of up to nine optional objectives.

A report of the numbers of individuals and institutions comprising each of

the projects will also be included. Since this analysi.s is cross sectional, and

does not measure changes over time, longitudinal data concerning projects is not

included in this report. They are built into the system, however, for use when time

,

ordered data are available.

In addition to reportings by individual projects, the completion status of

common,objectives across all projects will be summarized by region, phase and for the

state. Where the same optional objectives have been chosen by a sufficiently

high number of projects within one region, or across the state", the progress

status of these objectives will also be reported. These regional, phase

and statewide ) summaries will exemplify the kind of evaluative data that will be

produced in the future periodic assessments of new and'ongoing projects utilizing

the monitoring instrument.
$
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A major product ofthe evaluation effort is the computer monitoring

system. This system was completed, demonstrated, and put no successful

operatiOn. The manual of operation and the computer program has been sub -

\
witted to ehe Illinois OffiCe of Education.

The InteriMuReport submitted \to the state staff outlined, a selection

model suggested for recruiting new R2R:project directors and gave partici-

pants' responses to the state conducted training programs in January an

August'1974. Accomp.nying this report, a profile of the populations served

in terms of SES level and its-correlation to success by projects across the

state was presented. `information of a similar nature, but not includedin the

original Interim Rqpott is that concerning state staff utilization of time and

a tentative cost - benefit' analysis.* These data will be summarized as findings

*and will be included in this report.

In that a decision Was made in fall of 1975 to subcontract the future

ti

R2R training activities to three Universities in the state of011inois, many

of the findings outlined above,constituted valuable input for the design and im-

plementation of this new training phase. In response to this anticipated needL

the'products and findings relevant to such activity have b-een-shafed-with the

representatives from the Uni;mrsities.

D. Conclusions m lications and Recommendations

Once findings have been presented, they will be summarized. Conclusions

based upon these findings will be llibted and implications of These conclusions,

will be stated. The aim of these recommendations is the facilitation of im-

proved implementation of project tasks and activities and the more efficient

and effective completion of the stated objectives.

The purpose of this section has been to present the purposes and intentions

of the six month assessment of Right to Read projects in Illinois and an overview

of the report. The.following section describes the methods by which the intents

and purposes were fulfilled.

24
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III. Methodology

A. File Analysis, Construction of the TaxOnopy, and Instrument

The first major task >of the evaluation of R2R projects was analysis of the

project! files. From the file analysis, information was obtained which described

and distinguiihed among the individual projects. With the diversity of inforMa-

tion existing within each file, an organizing system, a classification scheme,

was needed to sort through ancPaid in the summary of this information. The Dis-

crepancy Evaluation Model provided a taxonomic classification scheme comprised

of four domains of information. The four domains are:

1) Objectives acckplished and activities undertaken;

2) Individuals involved;
a

\

3) Institution:: involved; 4

4) Change variables..

To gain some idea of what to expect in the pioject files and to constr4ct,

an initial broad taxonomy with which to approach them initially, the state R2R

-

Plans for the past years were reviewed. With a general classification scheme

constructed from these documents, the analysib of project file data was begun.

Contents of the first few files studied were separated'into the major domains

of information, and lists were made of the objectives, activities, and the in-

. f
dividuals and institutions involved. The contents of the lists were themselves

organized into/a logical activity sequence or grouped by similarity of content.

As more project files were analyzed, the lists comprising each of the four do-

4

mains gradually grew, and parts of the initial taxonomy constructed from the

2R plans were:deleted.' Before all projects were analyzed, a nearly stable

and inclusive taxonomic classification scheme of the file data had been formu-

lated. As an additional taxonomic classification built into the DEM, activities

were grouped into six "major elements," each of which designatePa different
4

A

22
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kind of activity. The major elements are Planning, Formal Training, Staffing

Assignment, Field Based Activities, Management and Coordination, and Evaluation

and Assessment. (Operational definitions of the elements appear in Appendix D)

1

Where new subcategories were needed to specify the existence of some unusual

piece of data, they were created. Virtually all information in the projects

,analyzed was inventoried and classified and, therefore, could be located at

some point in the taxonomy. .

t I

Once constructed, each item in the taxonomy was given,a discrete number

code. This not only distinguished each item, but facilitated later inclusion

in the computerized monitoring system. Following the assignment of codes to

taxonomy items, the process of coding the file information was initiated, Uti-
,

lizing the newly constructed taxonomy., approximately half of the pro)ects were

actually coded. It was at this stage of the analysis that the state R2R staff

and the Roosevelt R,& D staff met to clii.scuss.the feasibility of revising. certain

proposal ob-lactives. The impetus for this collaboration was the anticipated,

need of the future trainers of R2R directors with respect to recommendations in

the Interim Report from analyses of past training sessions'. Objectives were re-
..

rsed to include the construction of a monitoring Instrument, planned and,formu-

lated within the context of the DEM4 to be utilized as an analysis tool for
ti

existing project files. In addition, the instrument was to form the basic in-

. formation athering device for the computerized monitoring system.

Coding of file data was terminated "temporarily While efforts were focussed

upon instrument construction., The state R2R staff, and the Roosevelt R & D

staff held numerous collaborative sessions where ideas were shared and decisions

were made concerning the nature of the instrument's components. The state staff

submitted a list of required and optional objectives and activities which they

believed constituted a comprehensive set of guidelines for planning and assessing

23
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R2R projects. These were reviewed and evaluated by the R & D staff and in

some cases put. into more behaviorally oriented language. When compared to the

items within the taxonomy, the activities and objdctives were found to coindide

very clbsely, with those identified in (and coded from the project files. Though

the,taxonomy contained more activities than did the staff lisping, there were

no objectives, or activities in the state submitted lists which were not alreAy.

included in the taxonomy. The listing.submitted by the, state staff was intendeA

to constitute a set of requited and optional

tivities for R2R prOjects) but was not intende

Ives (and their spbsumed ac-

exclude other possible op:

tional activities. BeCause it comprised a concise yet detailed description of

those aspects of local projects which the state staff believed' should be evaluated

and monitored, and heause the contents of the listing c4-responded so closely

with the taxonomy items, it was decided by both parties jointly to utiliie this

listing of objectives and activities as the content base-for the monitoring

4

instrument. Once this decision was made, each of the objectives and activities

was coded utilizing the taxonomy codes and coding procedures developed earlier.

The instrument itsel7 and a manual explaining its use accompanies this re-

port in AppendixE. Within the manual, the procedure for coding the instrument

items, for filling out/the project ideritifica ion information, for reporting the

progress status of each activity, and for i entifying the individuals and insti-

ir

tutions involved in the localprojects is explained in'detail. In addition, a

general description of the Discrepancy Evaluation Model is presented. Since in

the manual, -this information is explained in detail, only a general description

of the instrument will be given here. For explanatory purposes, the seven re-

quired and nine optional objectives are stated below, and on the following paget,

a sample objeectiNe (Objective 03) with its activities has been included.

Required

A Right to Read Advisory Council and any needed Task Forces will be estab-

lished, and these bodies will be coordinating all local literacy efforts.
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-2)- -Am assessment-of-existing literacy needs and resources will be completed.

3) A long range Right to Read program plan will be developed and implemented
upon the results of the assessment.

4) A publicity network for providing information on Right to Read activities

will be established and functioning.

1

5) Available community resources will be tapped to support the local Right
to Read effort.

6) The day-to-day organizational responsibilities pf coordigating a local
Right to Read effort will have been completed.

7) A staff development (in-service) program in literacy for faculty members
will be planned and implemented.

Optional Objectives

8) A parental education program for people with preschoolers or eh' dren in
school will be held.

,

9) .An adult reading program for teaching basic reading skills will be func-

tioning.

10) Preschool programs with readiness activities that are coordinated with
the kindergarten program in the local district will be organized.

11) A (pre school) program for training volunteers will be established.

12) An (in-school) irogram for training volunteers will-he established.
2.

13) An (adult) program for training volunteers will be established.

14) Proposal(d) to obtain local, state or federal resources to implement
Right to Read activities, in the co4munity will be written.

15) Special reading and literacy activities in the local Right to Read
director's own classroom will be completed.

ti

16) The media program in Right to Read schools will function as an integral

part of the literacy effort.

As indicated, the monitoring instrument consists of 16 objectives, the first seven,

of which are required objectives for any director conducting a R2R project. The

remaining nine objectives are optional and are to be selected by local directors.

Listed under each objective are the activities which, if completed, will satisfy

the objective. the order of the activities suggests the sequence in which they

are to be carried out, and minimal satisfaction of an objective has been

23
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designated by the state staff as completion of 7517. of the activities. ,To the

*
right of each activity are the numbers 1, 2, and 3 which are to be circled by

tl)e R2R Lectors when filling out the instrument in order to indicate the com-

pletion status of the activities. The numbers 1, 2, and 3 correspond respective-
.

lv to "Activity Not'Started," "Activity in progress," and;"Activity Completed."

Each director will periodically receive a copy of the instrument in the mail.

w

The director will first circle the number's next to the activities for the seven

required obfectives. Next, the director circles the numbers adjaCent to acti-

.

vities under those of the nine optional ob kctives chosen for that'pvticular
......)

project.

For clarification of this procedure, refer to the completion status indi-

cated on objective 03 included on the previous page. Objective 03 is a re-

quired objective, and it will be noted that activities A, B, and D, have been

completed, indicated by the number 3 circled next to each, of these activities.

Note also that activities C and H have not been started, and thactivities

I, F and C are in progress. The estimated completion date at the top (2/15/76)

fm- the entire objective. The completion status of the activities is quite

Jrder given the date at which this instrument was filled out (10/15/76).

Once filled out, the instrument will be Mailed to the state staff for

analysis. Progress status for each objective is indicated by the score (the

circled number) 19r the corresponding activities: either 1, 2, or 3. Scores

will be summarized and a report sent back to local directors describing their

progress.

Though the coding procedure and theactivity codes themselves need not con-

.,'ern the directors in fillirg oust the instrument, the codes do reveal useful in- 7

formation about each activity. Each of the 16 objectives is coded 01 to 16.

is }" .ii, iv't-, however, has a three number code. The first number indicates the

2
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objective to which it belongs and varies from 1 to 16. The second number indi-

cates the type of activity it is, and it can be one of six different types which

are labeled "major elements" in the DEM: Planning (1), Formal Training (2),

Staffing Assiviment (3), Field Based Activities (4), Management and Coordina-

tion (5), or Evaluation and Assessment (6). The third number indicates the

sequence (the order) in which that particular type'of activity is to be under-

taken. Consequently, from the three number code for each activity, one can

tell what objective it belongs under, what kind of element it'represents and th7

intended sequence of completion for activities of that type. The example below

should help to clarify thiapexplanation.

Activity Code-for the first activity of Objective 03.

3.6:1 First Assessment and Evaluation activity to be carried out.

of activity is Evaluation and Assessment.
Objective this activity belongs to is Objective 03.

The classification of these activities by objective and type permits the

state staff to give additional information to directors from the data received

on the instruments that have been _filled out. e completion status can be sum-

marized for each element. For example, in a ition to receiving a summary of

the completion status of objectiyes, directors will receive a summary of the

completion status of their Planning activities, their Formal Training activities,

etc. and will be able to tell their relative strengths and weaknesses, their

progress or lack of progress in these different areas,

The remaining portions of the instrument concern the information needed at

the top of each page: the project code, director's name, Objective Start Number,

and expected date of completion; and at the end of the instrument,' the forms for

reporting the-individuals and institutions involved in the project. The name and

completion date are self-explanatory. The Project Code will be assigned by state

staff and will consist of the number of the training session attended, the geo-

28
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graphic region of the local project, and the first three letters of the town in

which the project is located or a similar 3 letter code to identify each project.

The Objective Start number simply indicates how many times that particular ob-

jective has been started, if indeed it was repeated at all.

Directors report he numbers and types of involved individuals and institu-

tions on the last two pages of the instrument. Additionally, they report the

roles that each of these persons in the project or in the institution occupies

in connection with the project. directions for filling in these for

accompany the instrument in order to insure that directors interpret the number

and roles given in the same manner.

B. Computer Program Development

Once details'of the instrument construction were agreed upon, work began on

the design of a computer program for use in monitoring progress of local projects

and analysis of existing project data. The computer program was constructed to

analyze data which was obtained from the instrument. The technique employed in

assessing progress was the calculation of a discrepancy score for each activity

and objective. A discrepancy score is computed by subtracting from the number

3 (indicating "Activity completed" in the instrument) that number which the local

project director h'as circled in reporting the progress of a particular activity.

If, for example, a local director circles the number 2 indicating that the actiJ

vity was "in progress," his discrepancy score for that activity would be l, the

number obtained from subtracting 2 (the circled number) from 3 (the highest state

of completion). In this way, a lower discrepancy score indicates a greater

completion status of the activity. Another way of stating this is that this

score reveals thc. discrepancy between the present completion status and the ideal

completion status for that activity. Again, it is important to remember that a

lower discrepancy score indicates that the activity is closer to completion.
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Once discrepancy scores are calculated for each activity, the activities

can be grouped into the six major elements (Planning, Formal Training, etc.)

and scores averaged to obtain a mean discrepancy score for each element. Numbers

of individuals and institutions can be obtained for individual or groups of 1610,

jects by tallying the entries on the individual'and institution reporting forms

at the end of the instrument.

Additional information is supplied by analysis of the data - ,provided by the

monitoring instrument over time.
1 Each of the activities listed under the objec-

tives was assigned a code indicating the kind of change which completion of that

4

activity would signify,
2 The kinds of changes indicated are listed below:

Changes in Knowledge

Knowledge of problems
Knowledge of research findings
Knowledge of current practice
Knowledge of requests for proposals

Changes in Skills

Professional skills
Administrative skills
Problem solving skills
Research skills
.Analytical skills
Dissemination and Demonstration skills

Teaching skills

Changes in Relations

Relations with local project staff
Relations with administrators
Relaticins with community members
Relations with special client groups
Relations'with public school teachers
Relations with locak..education.agency personnel

1 Procedures for evaluating change over time were designed for implemen-

tation at come future date and have not been utilized for this report.

h. -e R & D staff members indipendently assigned codes to activities. Coin-

census was reached in cases where there was disagreement. Verification of the

assignments was obtained from the R2R state staff.
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The above changes are called change variables. Because each activity

corresponds to one of these change variables; there must be an increase in cdmpletion

status of an activity (as indicated by a change in the activity's discrepancy

score) for any change to be reported.

In correspondence with the above information, the computer monitoring

system was developed to perf#rm the following functions: 1) to provide dis-

crepancy scores for specific objective's and their activities; 2) to average

discrepancy scores for required objectives, optional objectives, and the six

major elements (Planning, Formal Training, etc.); 3) to tally and average the

individuals and institutions involved in projects, and 4) totally and average

the change Variable scores. These informational items can be obtained for any

specified local project, or for specified groups of projects, including regions,

phases and the entire state, George R. Yates, a consultant to the R and D

Center, wrote the programs in Fortran IV language on an IBM 370 operating sys-'

tem at the University of Chicago. The prdgrams were transferred to the system

at the Illinois Office of Education. 0
The system is composed of four programs to be used in sequential order,

a04.

with the fourth program providing the final reports on projects whose content

is outlined above. The first three programs perform "data cleaning" and error-

.checking functions. Such extensive attention is given to cleaning functions
W

because of the large mass of data on rather complex questionnaire forms serving

as input to the programs and the attendant variety of possible sources of error.

Specifically, some 86 possible sources of error are identified by the output of

the programs when these errors occur. A complete description of the functions

and operating procedures of the system are described and documented in the

Illinois Right to Read Computer MpAlteoring System .Manual which is obtainable

from the State of Illinois Right Read Program, Division of Program Planning

an0 Development, Illinois Office of Education.

3i
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Concurrent with the construction of the computeriprogram, each of the 55

10
operational projects was content analyzed (including those z.naiyzed earlier) t

k --
utilizing as the analysis tool, the completed instrurienr. Before the coding pro-

cedure Was begun, those persons involved in the content analysis compared coding

results. Because there was such high agreement dolcerning the meaning of the

categories and the language of the instrument, it was decided that it would be

more valid, but in particular more efficient, for one person to code each of

the files. Dr. Annette Yonke of the R & D staff undertook this task. At the

compl of the coding process, one coded instrument existed for each of the

55.operational projects.

In coding the information, particular difficulty was encountered in deter

mining the numbers of individuals and institutions in each project. To gather

this information from local projects (in November 1975) each director was sent

a copy of the two forms comprising the last two pages of the instrument, and

accompanying these forms were exacting instructions for completing them. Each

was asked to please send this information to the R & D staff. A follow-up

letter was sent in Jfinuary, 1976 to those who did not respond to the first

mailings; and Jr. all, 30 of the 55 projects responded to these requests.

Upon completion of the computer program and coding procedures, these data

were summarized by computer analysis utilizing the newly constructed program.

Printouts for each of the 55 projects were obtained along with a summary by

Region, by Training Phase and the entire state. The findings from discrepancy

score information =Jncerning%these projects are contained in tne next section.

An additional analysis was conducted apart from the computer analysis. It

did not involve discrepancy scores, and will be deAcibed at this point-. Once

the coding procedure was completed for each of the projects, information con-

cerning the objectives completed and not completed was retrievable. An additional

analysis, to compute a success indelc for each project, was conducted before the

computer monitoring system was operational.

32
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c

The process for computing the project success index was as follows.

Eacn Objective which had 50% of more of its activities completed was considered

"successful "' each successful objective was summed to provide the project mean

index. 'Though the possible range was from 0 to 16, the projects within each

region were ranked according to their success score, and these rankings appear

in Appendix F. This informatioArov14es not only an individual measure of suc-
-e'

cess based upon completion of activities and objectives, but provides a summary

of success by regions as well. Additionally, these data provided a validity

check on the state staff selection of most and least successful projects. It

aft will be remembered that at the inception, of the analysis of the files, state

staff selected out of the 55 operational projects the three mdst and the three

least successful projects from each region. What is significant to report is

that with only one exception, the projects selected by state staff as most and

least successful were also found to be most and leant successful by the success

indices explained above. Methodologically, this process of determining success,

that is, by the completion status of objectives, appears to be well-supported by

judgements of those who were most intimately connected with the projects.

C. Analysis of the Populations Served By Socioeconomic Status

Concurrent with the analysis of

(SES) of each population served was

,subtracting from 100 the percent of

the project files, the socioeconomic status

determined. The SES measure was obtained by
I

Title I eligible persons in each school dis-

trict served (provided by IOE data processing service in November, 1975). This

yielded a percer.ltage figure for each project indicating the percent of the popu-

lation served that was eligible for Title I funding. Because Title I funds are

allocated utilizing SES data as criteria for funding, this percent reveals the

approximate fraction of the population that is in a low SES. SES was chosen as a
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discriminating variable among project populations for basically two reasons.

First, reading levels are typically low among lower SES woups, and federal

R2R guidelines specify. that low SES populations represent a likely target for

R2R tfforts. Second, an initial review of the 18 files elected.by the state

staff as most and least successful appeared to indicAt ES may be asso-

ciated to project success if the amount and typelif file ma erlAls were fairly

representative of project activities. Results of the breakdown of regions by

E level and their comparison to the-success gf the operational project's' ac-

companies this report in Appendi4G. A report of. the initial analyses of

these factors concerning the most and least successful projects is found in

the Interim Report in'Appendix A.

To look more closely at the relaienship'of success and SES, a casp, study

of six projects was conducted. Two projects were chosen from each region,

each serving a low SES population, but each also-successful. The intention

of this study was to\attempt to develop a demographic profile of directors

whose projects were successfurin districts with-a specified level of low

SES families. The results of the study ate found in section IV.B.
4.

D. 'Selection Model Analysis

A primary objective of the Interim Report referred to above was to "pre-

sent information concerning the selection of local project directors based on

an analysis of'data concerning Right to Read project directors." To fulfill

this commitment, all akailable data directly or indirectly pertaining to R2R

directors were gathered together and analyzed. These included directors' ap-

plietion forms, affidavits-of commitment, correspondence in project files,

plan descriptions, des'criptions 'of communities served, information gleaned from

telephone conversations, and mailings to local projects. It must be noted that

file information for the Interim Report consisted only of analyses of the nine
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most and nine I l'st successful p'rojects as selected by the' state staff. Based

upon a summary of these data, profiles ofothese projects were prepared with

the intention of describing the
oo

common characteristics of directors, the charac-
.

teris90 describing the successful and unsuCcessful projects, and the identi-

fication of those characteristics which appeared most associated with success

or non - success. Recommendations for improved selection criteria and/or sug-

gestions for alternative training and services to be offered are contained in

the nterim Report accompanying this narrative.

yIsConductecKhIittoReadStaffE.Analsi.sofTraininProran
in January, 1974 (Phase I) and July, 1974 (Phase II).

In re ponse to the second charge of the Interim Report, "tu present in-

formation concerning participants' responses to the previous training programs

sponsored by the state agency", information concerning., the training sessions

was collected and analyzed. This included the content analysis of the agendas

results, and a telephone survey with nine R2R directors representing each geo-

graphic region and the categories "successful" and "least successful ". From

the agendas, 8(c6tent categories and frequencies in each were compared from

phase I and Phase II segsions. (Bee Table 8, p. 13 - Interim Report) The

telephone survey consisted of the following questions:

1) -In which way did the training program help prepare you to func-

tion as a local Right to Read director?

2) In which way, if any, was the program limited?

3) In future training programs what aspects would you like to see

retained?

4) Which aspects would you like to see omitted?

5) Do you have any other comments?

These data analyses were summarized, and findings were reported in the Interim

Report. On October 20, 1975, the findings were reported to the Right to Read
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staff, and representatives from the Universities contracted to train new R2R,

directors for the coming, year (Phase III). In addition to discussing the findings

and recommendations from Phases I and II training,sessidEs,,the planeng and

monitoring instrument was distributed with a copy of the manual explaining ,its

use, and the instrument was discussed in some detail. The major suggestion's

involving the instrument concerned its use in the training sessions as a planning

-aid for project directors and the necessity of a clear understanding of the in-
,

and its intended uses by future R2R directo6. Additionally, the offer

of future consultative assistance was given to the University personnel by the

Roosevelt R & D staff tor any problem.. assistance needed in training. future

directors to use the instrument.

F. Analysis of State Staff Utilization of Time and Resources

In response to the fourth proposal objective of the evaluation which called

for the analysis of the present implementation process of the state staff and

the. consideration df alternatives, the following steps were taken. All monthly

ft

and annual reports of the state Right to Read ktaff were content analyzed. Seven'

categories evolved from the analyses describing utilizaelon of staff time. In

addition, staff members were asked to apportion their time in the above cate-

gories. The Roosevelt R & Djember'S analyzed R2R state staff reports and

other file materials to validate self-repors. In the findings section ,time in

each activity is reported in percentages, by staff person and for the R2R state

ago

staff collectively.

Td assess deployment of resources, the agendas of State sponsored work-
,

shops and Right to Read staff communications to project directors were analyzed.

Finally, budgets were examined in terms of training costs per director, amount

of attrition of. directors trained, staff salaries and utilization of time, travel

costs, and evidence of R2R products in accordance with stated objectiVes and

\3 6



guidelines. The three University Training programs were also examined with

respect to cost and intended benefits and the projected numbers of individuals

to be recruited. 'These costskwere then compared to the costs of the Phase If

end II training sessions with some,estimale of the cost-benefit of each.

-

The above description N metholodogy represents elietailed narrative of the

tasks and procedures undertaken in the six months of evaluation. Suggestions

for further treatment and implications of the findings are presented in the conclu-

sion of this report.

rts
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A. SAtus of'Right to Read Projects

The status of the; 55 local projects existing before February,t 1976,

are described by considering first the average picture of projects

across the state, and then by a comparison-contrast,of discrepancyt-
scores across the three regions and across the two training phases.

The analysis within each ouch category is comprlsed of four parts:

discrepancy scores of objectives, discrepancy scores of major ele-

ments, numbers of individual&and institutions involved in projects,

and comparative analysis. As the most detailed record of data for

these analysed are Obtain'ed from 409 pages of computer printout,

only summary data appropriate to the analyses are presented in this

report. The more detailed data o the computer printout are available

from the Right to Read staff at the llinois- Office of Education,

or from the Right to Read Evaluatio Project staff at the Research and

%Development Center, Roosevelt University.

1. The 'Entire State
A

An overall'view of the status of the 55 local projects in Vie

state with respect to objectives and elements, the discrepancy score of

each, and rankings from least discrepancy with the "ideal" (ideal meaning

the accomplishment of all activities within the objectives) to most

discrepancy; are presented in Table 1. From the table it is seen that

the average discrepancy, score for the required objectives is 1.13.

Since the possible range of discrepancy scores is 0 (no discripancy,

ect attainment of objectives, highlyisuccessful) to 2 (total dis-

crepancy, no attainment, highly unsuccessful)1 projects have attained,

33 1
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Table 1

Summary Discrepancy Score Data for Local Right to Read Projects in Illinois

(n=55)

Mean Dis- Mean Dis-

crepancy crepancy

Required Objectives Scoresl Rank Optional Objectives n Scores

1. Advisory Council 0.81 1.

2. Needs Assessment 1.04 3

3. Program Plan 1.25 5

4. Publicity Network 1.09 4

5, Community Resoutces 1.41 6

6. Day to Day Tasks 0.95 2

7. Staff Development 1.49 7

Required Objectives Mean = 1.13

ement

Planning

Formal Training
2

I

Staffing

Field Based Activities

Management and Coordination(

Ev luation and Assessment

8. Pre-Schl. Parent Ed.

9. AduleReading Skills

10. Pre-Schl. Readiness

11. Pre-Schl. Volunteers

12. In-Schl. Volunteers

13. Adult VOlunteers

14. Proposal Writing

15. Classroom Literacy

16. Media Program

15 1.08

30 0.73'

17 1.00

2 1.43

18 0.93

10 *0.85

19 0.39

10 0.48

9 0.92

Total Objectives Mean = 1.05

Required Objectives Mean

0.98

1.05

1.24

1.14

1.25

Total Objectives Mean

0.98

0.91

0.99

1.03

1.03

1.20

10 = perfect attainment of Objectives; 2 = no attainment of objectives

2No activities among the required objectilies apply to Formal Training, because

of the way Formal Training was defined as in p. 185 of this report.

3 9

Rank

8

3

7

9

6

4

1

2

5

Rank

2

1

3

4.5

6

mit
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on the average, at less than half of what they "should" attain.
1

When

all ogje'ctivesipsedoby local projects are considered in the average, a

mean discrepancy score of 1.05 is obtained, indicating almost half "suc-

cusstul" performance.

k The lowest mean discrepancy score for an individual project is 0.13

7-

and the highest is 1.97, indicating that the range of success indicators

covets almost the entire range of yossible discrepancy scores, and that

there are projects at each extreme. The actual distribution of scores of

individual projecps is shown in the frequency distribution in Table 2.

These results are shown in graphical form in Figure 1. As the graph indi-

-, cates, the scores approach a normal distribution, with a slight skew at

the less successful end of the scale. The fact that more projects are lo-

cated on the less successful side of the mean than on the more successful

side is also evidenced by the fact that the median of the mean discrepancy

scores is 1.12.

A more detailed View of "what.,is going on in the state" is obtained

from the-rankings of objectives and elements, in Table 1, providing rela-

tive indices of strengths and weaknesses. From those rankings it is seen

that Objectives 1 and 6 of the required objectives are the most suc-

cessfully attained. The mean discrepancy scores for both are less

than 1, indicating more completion of activities within each than "in

progress" or "not begun" status. The content of these objectives concerns

the establishment of local advisory Councils and task forces and the co-
t

ordination, of day-to-day responsibilities, respectively. The "middle-

1On all statements quch as this concerting performance based on the
objectives, it is necessary to keep immind that these objectives and their
attendant activities are post-hoc criteria of successful performance, as
explained in section III of this report.

(2)
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range" rankings are given to Objectives 2, 3 and 4, which deal with

needs and resource assessments, long-range plan development, and publicity

network establishment. The lowest rankings are gl,'en to Objectives 5

and 7, geared toward tapping available community resources for support

and inservice staff development, indicating these. areas as having the

greatest weakness.

Table 2

Frequency Distribution of Mean Discrepany Scores of "All" Objectives for

Projects in the State

Mean Discrepancy Scores

1.

Frequency Median

1.79 - 1.97 3

1.60 - 1.78 6

1.41 - 1.59 6

1.22 - 1.40 8

1.03 - 1.21 8 1.12

0.84 - 1.02 8

0.65 - 0.83 7

4

0.27 - 0.45 3

0.08 - 0.26 2

Total = 55

1.

',--, Perfect attainment .of objectives

= No attainment of objectives

Comparisons by ranking, as above, of the optional objectives Ls

difficult because of the varied numbers of projects making use of each.

Bat the number of projects mating use of certain objectives is in itself

informative. Objective 11 is outstanding in that only two projects

)(..2 attending to training volunteers to work in the preschool. Further-

mur, those have' an average discrepancy score of 1.43, indicating very

little success. Insofar as this represents a priority of the state

offort, it 1:; the moct significant area which calls for corrective atten-

At the other e:;treme, Objective 9, which has the intent of establishing
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.mean discrepancy score = 1.05

median discrepancy score = 1.12

adult basic reading programs, is operational in 30 projects, and is

performed very well at that, as inferred from the mean discrepancy

score of 0.73, the lowest score from among all the objectives. Ob-

jective 14, writing proposals for funding, is apparently a very active

component of Right to Read in Illinois, as 19 projects have worked on

it with a mean discrepancy score of 0.39. Fair success can be seen to

exist with respect to Objective 12, training programs for volunteers in

Cilli)
sc ool (K-12), having 18 jrojects involved in it at a relatively low k
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discrepancy (0.93). Fair success is also the case with respect to

Objective 10, the coordination of preschool programs with kindergarten

programs, since 17 projects are involved with a mean discrepancy score

of 1.00

Mien the activities of local projects in the state are regrouped

according to the major elements into which they have been classified, it

is seen that Formal Training, Planning and Staffing activities are the

most successful, being ranked 1, 2 and 3 respectively, and all having

discrepany scores less than 1. Field Based Activities and Management

and Coordination activities are only slightly less successful, and

Evaluation and Assessment activities are the weakest by far, with a

mean discrepancy score of 1.20.

Some indication of the nature of the potential impact f local

Ri),,ht to Read projects on their surrounding communities iN obtained by

consideration of the average numbers of individuals in various cate-

gories and of the average numbers of individuals in various institutions

reported (self - report by local directors, see section iII.)to be in-

volved in some way in the projects. These data are presented in Tables 3 and

4., The total number of projects on which these data are based is 30, since

not local project directors returned the forms sent to them for response.

Generalizations from the data are thus limited by this fact. They are also

limited in that it cannot be'assumed that the 3'0 respondents are fairly re-

presentative of the entire population. It seems likely, rather, that less

successfuj or active projects with little or no involvement would not rospond:

that i,, that this sample may be a biased one.

Furthermore, the data presented in Cle tables of individual and institu-
,
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tional involvement will be seen to be more data than'are actually reported

in the prose presentations accompanying the tables. The categories of in--

ividuals and institutions which indicate the areas of greatest and lowest in-

volvement will be pointed out for each group of projects receiving a report

in this section. Complete data are reported in the tables, however, to facili-

tate the answering of specific questions or testing of hypotheses which arise

in the context of other ongoing evaluative or planning purposes. That is, the

complete data are reported at this time "for the record" as the data has been

collected. Some suggested uses might be in the comparisons of individuals'

and institutions' involvement over time (a feature provided in the computer

programs, which cannot of course be used at this time since only one time

period is represented), the comparison of involvement by major elements, and

,specific checks on numbers involved in categories of particular interest from

among those that are not mentioned in.the following sections because they do

not involve the "greatest" or "lowest" involvement.

Given the foregoing limitations, the following findings am offered with

no interpretation. From among the individuals, those who are indicated as

having the highest degree of involvement are volunteers (21.37 average per.pro-

ject) and teachers (19.87 average). The lowest rates of involvement (excluding

local project directors) are paid staff (2.60 average per project), adminis-

trators (3.00)and paraproTessional staff 3.83). Of the Institutions, the

greatest involvement (based on the numbers of individuals reported involved in

each category) is seen through elementary, preschool, junior high school

dents/ in that order which are reported as having hundreds of individuals in-

volved. Special client groups (such ashandi:apped, special education st,ients,.

etc.) are reported, however, to be a fairly substantially involved group with



-38-

an average of 13.67 individuals from each project in that category.' All other

institutional categories show an average of less than three individuals in-
'

volved.

One further finding concerning the status of local projects across the

state, that of attrition, is noted here. In figures reported by the state

Right to Read staff, it was indicate'd that a total of 177 applications from in-

dividuls to become Right to Read directors were received for both training

sesVons. Of these, 90 were trained in either of the two training sessions.

As of December, 1975, at which time these figures were reported, 66 individua s

were project directors for 51 operational projects. (Fifty-five projects were

used as the base for the Analyses in this report because that was the number of

operational projects when the analyses were begun in October, 1975.) This in-

dicates an attrition rate of 27 percent over a period of almost two years since

the first training session was held. This rate appears quite good in view of

the voluntary nature of the Right to Read operation and in the abscence of

such material support as project funding or college credit for the professionals

involved.

There is reason to believe that the attrition rate might be attributable

to a lack of commitment of some local school systems to support the Right to

Read activities of the local project director. Upon examining the applioations

of the 90 directors trained, it was found that of those directors who are still

functioning, 52 percent of them submitted letters from their school district

officials supporting the directors' efforts along with their applications.

Of those who ceased functioning as Right to Read project directors; only 14
%lb

percent submitted such letters. Thus, i rs that if th commitment

school districts is elicited as a prerequisite to acceptance for training, the

9P+ 4

1-
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attrition rate might be kept very low.

In summary, the meati discrepancy score for all objectives and all pro-

jectskin the state if 1.05, indicating that almost half of the activities

were performed successfully. Among Objectives,, the relative strong areas of

i

performance are the establishment of advisory councils, coordination of day-

to-day. activities of projects, the operation of adult basic reading programs

and engaging in funded proppsal writing activities. Relatively weak areas

are those objectives geared toward tapping available community resources for

support, insprvice staff development, and working with volunteers in the pre-

school. Among the major element groupings, Formal Training, Planning, and
6

.Staffing are relatively strong areas, while the Evaluation and Assessment

element is the weakest area.

2. The Regions

Tables 5, 8 and 11 present summary discrepancy data, as were presented above
*

for the entire state,,for Regions 1,'2 and 3, respectively. A general descrip-

tion of each region is presented in this section, followed'h a comparison-

contrast of the regions.

a. Region 1

In the overall sense, the mean discrepancy score for the required objectives

is 1.13, indicating slightly less than half successful accomplishment of activi-

ties. But when all objectives are considered, the mean is 0.99, indicating

"'about half "success" rate for the 18 projects in Reg(on 1.

From among the required objectives, Objectives 6 and 2, the coordination
lo,

of day-to-day organizational responsibilities and the needs and resources as-

sessment, are the only two with mean discrepancy scores cf less than 1. Objec-

4
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Table 5

Summary Discrepancy Score Data for Local Right to Read Projects in Region 1

Required Objectives

Mean Dis-
crepancy
Scores Rank

(n=18)

0 tional Ob ectives

Mean Dis-
crepancy
Scores Rank

1. Advisory Council 1.02 3 8. Pre-Schl; Parent.Ed. 0.25/ 2

2. Needs Assessment 0.93 2 9. Adult Reading Skills 9 0.51 6

3. Program Plan 1.26 5 10. Pre-Schl. Readiness. 3 0.31. 3

4. Publicity Network .1.04 4 11. Pre-Schl, Volunteers 9

5. Community Resources 1.49 7 12. In-Schl. Volunteers 6 0.85 8

6. Day to Day Tasks 0.84 1 13. Adult Volunteers, 2 0.36 4

7. Staff Development 1.40 6 14. Proposal Writing 7 0.22\ 1

15. Classroom Literacy 5 0.37 5

16. Media'Program 4 '0.75 7

Required Objectives Mean 1.13 Total Objectives Mean = 0.99

e

Element Required Ob 'ectives Mean Total Objectives Mean Rank

Planning 1.01 0.93 2

2'
Formal Training 0.52 1

Staffing 1.22 1.11 6

Field Based Activities 1.24, 0.97 3

Management and Coordination 1.18 0.98 4

Evaluation and Assessment 1.10 1.01 5 r,

10 = perfect attainment of objectives; 2 no attainment of objectives

2No activities among the required objectives apply to Formal Training, beciause

of the way Formal Training was defined as in p. 185 of this report.
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Lives 1 and 4, dealing with advisor councils and task forces and the estab-

lishment and operation of a publicity network are Hear 1 in mean discrepancy

-,s

scores, but abhve that number, and thus ire slightly less successful areas than

the first two ment . Objective 3, tai establishment of a long-range plan,

is less'successful yet, with a mean of 1:26 And Objectiyes 7 and-5,-inservice

staff development for literacy programs and tapping community resources, have

means of 1.40 and 1.49, respectively, and ate very weak components in Regional.

From among the optional\objectives, it is seen from Table 5 that all of

the discrepancy scores are very low, the highest being 0.85, which indicates

that Reion 1 projects have a high degree of success with these optional objec-

tives. More specifically, half the projects in the region made use of Objective

9, establishing an adult Basic reading program, and did so very well, as indicated

by the mean discrepancy score of 0.51. Other strong points of Region 1, by

virtue of having a substantial number (5 or more) of projects working on them

and, of course, having low discrepancy scores, are Objectives 14 (writing

funding proposals), 15 (special literacy activities in the directdris own class-

room), and 12 (inschool [K-12] volunteer programs). In the sense that low num-

ber4-(less than 5) of projects represent lack of success in an area, Objectives

'8 (pa'rental ucation programs), 10 (coordination of preschool and kindergarten

programs), 13 (47illt education volunteer programs), and 16 (media programs) re-

present areas of potential improvement in Region 1.

Viewed by major elements, Formal Training activities are by far the strongest

element in Reg on 1, with a mean discrepancy score of 0.52. Planning, Management

and Coordinatiol, and Field Based Activities are less successful, though all are

still below 1 on /he mean, and thus fairly strong areas.
i Evaluation and Assess-

ment activities are ranked 5th, but have a mean of, 1.01, and are thus close to.
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the previous three in strength. Staffing activities are the lowest ranked, with

1..111
a mean of 1.11, still not very weak.

The nature of the impact on the surrounding communities of Region 1 pro-

jects in terms of the numbers of individuals and institutions involved, is

indicated by the data in Tables 6 and.7. From the "total" column, it is seen

that teachers, professional staff, and peer tutors are the areas through which

the greatest involvement is obtained. Among die institutions, pre-school, ele-

mentary and junior high school students. represent the area of greatest impact,

with all others exhibiting very little involvement.

b. Region 2

tf
For the 19 projects in Region 2, the mean discre a cy scores for the re-

.

quired objectives and all objectives are 1.01,and 0.96, tteectively. This in-

dicates a very successful degree of attainment by projects in the region'in

general, and that performance qn the optional objectives is better than on

the required ones.

Among -the specific required objectives, Objective 1 ( Advisory Council

and TasktForce activities) is by far the most successful in attainment, with

a mean of 0.44 oI\ the discrepancy values. Objectives 6 (coordination of day-

to-day organizational responsibilities), 4 (publicity network establishment),

1

and 2 (needs and resources assessment),"_aie ranked in that order, and all have

means less than 1. Obiettives 3 (long-range,plan) andi5 (community resources

ti

tapped) show a low degree of success with relatively high discrepancy scores.

And Objective 7 (inservice programs for staff members), with a mean of 1.60

idefinitely a weak area for Region 2 projects.

A comparison across the optional objectives indicates that number 9 (adu

basic reading programs) is a very 114rong area, as 13 projects make use of it
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Table

Summary Discrepancy Score Data for Local Right to Read Projects in Region 2

(n=19)

Mean Dis-11,

cxepancy

Meah Dis-
crepancy

Required Objectives !'\ Scoresl Rank Optional Objectives n Scores -Rank

1. Advisory Council 0.44 1 8. 1Pre-Schl. Parent Ed'. 8 0.92 6

2. Needs Assessment 0108 4 9. Adult Reading Skills 13 0.82 /

. .

'3. Program Pfiln. 1.22 5 10. Pre-Schl. Readiness 9 Lab 7

4. Publicity Network 0.87 . '3 11. Pre-Schl. Volunteers 2 1.43 ' 8

5. Community Resources 1.34 6 12. In-Schl.,Volunteers 7 0.75 3

6. Day to Day Tasks 0.83 2 13. Adult Vblunteers 5 0.80 4*

I
7. Staff Development 1.60 7 4. Proposal Writing - 5 0.49 1

15. Classroom Literacy
4

16. Media Program 0.71 2

4,quired Objectives Mean = 1.01 Total Obje*ctives Mean = 0,96

Clement Required Objectives Mean Total Objectives Mean Rank

Planning 0.89 0.90

--,

,

Formal Training"
1.04

Staffing 0.74 0.68 1

Field Based Activities 1.18 't 0.96

Management and Coordination 0.96 0.91

Evaluation and Assessment 1.20 1.19

_ 5

10 = perfect attainment of objectives; = no attainment of objectives

`No activities among the required objectives apply to Formal Trainingi'beeauge

of the way Formal rratning was defined as on p. 185 of this report.
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with a quite low discrepancy score of 0.82. Other relatively successful

areas, by virtue of low discrepancy scores and substantial numbers of pro-

jects, are, in order of strength: 14 (proposal writing activities), 12 (in-

school volunteer programs), 13 (adult volunteer prOgrams), 8 (parental edu-

cation programs), and 10 (preschool and kindergarten program coordination).

Suggested weak areas are derived from Objectives 15 (special literacy activ-

ities in the director's own classroom) which is not used at,all, 11 (pre-

school volunteer programs) which has only two projects involved in it at a

1.43 discrepancy level, and 16 (media programs) with two projects involved\

again, although at a low discrepancy level of 0 71.

The regrouping by major elements indicates at Staffing is a very

strong functional area for Regio 2 projects, with can discrepancy score

of 0.68. This can be interpreted to mean that projects re performing well

d Field Based

Activities are ranked 2, 3, and 4, respectively, with mean scores less than

1, and Ihus quite strong. Formal Training is ranked 5th, though only slightly

higher in its discrepancy score. And Evaluation and Assessment is the weakest

area al:long the elements, ranked last with a score of 1.19.

on placement tasks. Planning, Management and Coordinati

From Tables Y and 10, an idea of the areas of strong individual and in-

%

sLitutional involveiment is obtained. The individuals exhibiting the greatest

involvement are volunteers, tutors, teachers, and, to a slightly lesser ex-

tent, advisory council members. Among the institutions, those which have

`ti soh levelq of involvement are elementary, junior high, and secondary

Stud4:nt5, with speLial client groups also being very involved, although

nut Lc-1 dc,:rec of the pre low., three.

'he rail dt-,crepancy score means for Region 3 projects are 1.25 for

5
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Table 11

Summary Dis4irepancy Score Data for Local Right to Read Projects in Region 3

n=18)

Mean Dis-
crepancy.

Mean Dis-
crepancy

Required Objectives Scores 1 Rank 00tional.Objectives n Scores

1. Advisory Council 0.99 1 8. Pre-Schl. Parent Ed, 5 1.67' 8

2. Needs Assessment 1.22 3 9. Adult Reading Skills 8 0.85 3

3. Program Plan 1.28 4 10. Pre-Schl. Readiness 5 1.42 7

4. Publicity Network 1.37 5 . 11. Pre-Schl. Volunteers

5. Community Resources 1.40 6 ,12. In-Schl. Volunteers 5 '1.29 5.5

/ 6. Day to Day Tasks . 1.19 2 13. Adult Volunteers 3 1.27 4

7. Staff Development 1.48 7 ,14. Proposal Writing 7 0.49 1

15. Classroom Literacy 5 0.60. 2

16. Medi)Pa 'Program 3 1.29 5.5

Required Objectives Mean = 1.25 To,al Objectives Mean = 1.21

Element Required Objectives Mean Total Objectives Mean Rank

Planning 1.07 1.11 1

Formal Training
2 1.14 2

Staffing 1.22 1.23 4.5

Field Based Activities 1.28 1.15 3

Management and Coordination 1.30 1.23 4.5

Evaluation and Assessment 1.44 1.40 6

= perfect attainment of objectives; 2 = no attainment of objectives

2No activities among the required objectives apply to Formal Training, because

of the way Formal Training was defined as in p. 185 of this report.
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7

the required objectives and 1.21 for all objectives. This indicates substan-

tially less than half "success" rate for projects in this regi6. As these

figures are very low in comparison with those of the other two regions, a

brief comment on a factor related to the performance in this region is in

order at this point. Successful performince of local projects is found to

,.be related to an index of the socioeconomic level of the communitj served, a

finding that will be discussed later In this report. The data in Appendix F

show that according to the index used, Region 3 has the highest number of pro-

jects tocated in low socioeconomic communities. Thus, this factor's influence

may be the overriding contribution to the low performance ratings in Region 3

as compared to the other regions.

Among the required objectives, only Objective 1, which concerns the es-

tablishment of advisory councils, has a discrepancy score of less than 1. Rated

in somewhat of a second-place cluster are, in order, Objectives 6 (coordination

of day-to-day organizational responsibilities), 2 (needs and resources assess-

ment), and 3 (establish a long-range pl4n). Very weakest attainment occurs for

Objectives 4 (publicity network), 5 (tapping comIdunity resources), and 7 (in-

service staff development for literacy programs).

As indicated in Table 11, no one optional objective is made use of by

even h-lf of the projects in Region 3. Of those for which a somewhat substan-

tial use is made, numbers 14 (wri'ting.funding proposals), 15 (special literacy

activities in the director's own classroom), and 9 (establishing an adult basic

reading program) all had low discrepancy' scores, ranging from 0.491to 0.85, in-

dicating areas of relative strength in the region. While a fair number of pro-

jects made use of Objectives 12 (in-school volunteer programs4, 10 (coordination-

of preschool and kindergarten programs), and 8 (parental education programs),

the discrepancy scores for these objectives were quite high, indicating areas

for possible developmental attention. Objectives 13 (adult volunteer training

59
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programs) and 16 (media programs) were used by only three projects each, and

had quite high discrepancy scores'at that. Objective 11 (volunteer programs

in the preschool) was not attended to at all by projects in°Region 3.

Among the elements, while all mean discrepancy scores were high, the

0
relative strengths within Region 3 are Planning, Formal Training, and Field

Based Activities, in.that order. Staffing and Management and Coordination

are in the middle-range, and the' Evaluation and Assessment activity is the

weakest area.

Tables 12 and 13 present the average numbers of individuals and institu-

tions involved in Region 3 projects. The strongest categories'of individuals'

/

involvement are task force members, advisory council members, volunteers, teach-
-,

ers and peer tutors. Elementary, secondary and junior high students are the

strongest of the insti,utional categories of involvement, in that order.

41.

4



T
a
b
l
e
 
1
2

A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
N
u
m
b
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
I
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
s
 
P
e
r
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 
I
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 
i
n
 
R
i
g
h
t
 
t
o
 
R
e
a
d
 
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

1

F
o
r
 
R
e
g
i
o
n
 
3

(
n
=
8
 
o
r
o
i
e
c
t
s
 
l
o
u
t
 
o
f
 
1
8
]
)

E
l
e
m
e
n
t

k

T
o
t
a
l

F
o
r
m
a
l

F
i
e
l
d
 
B
a
s
e
d

M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 
&

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
&

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

A
v
e
r
a
g
e
*

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g

T
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

S
t
a
f
f
i
n
g

A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

C
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

A
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t

P
c
&
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
 
S
t
a
f
f

0
.
7
5

0
.
5
0

0
.
1
3

-
i

-
0
.
1
3

-
0
.
5
0

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
s

1
.
3
8

0
.
7
5

-
0
.
5
0

0
.
2
5

0
.
7
5

0
.
6
3

L
o
c
a
l
 
P
r
O
j
e
c
t
 
D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s

1
.
3
8

1
.
3
8

1
.
3
8

1
.
1
3

1
.
2
5

1
.
3
8

1
.
3
8

'..\ ..

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

6
.
2
5

1
.
6
3

4
.
3
8

2
.
3
$

5
.
3
8

0
.
5
0

i
-
2
.
8
1

-
2
;

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

1
1
.
0
0

4
.
2
5

2
.
7
5

-
1
7
.
7
5

3
.
5
0

1
6
.
0
0

tfl1
P
a
r
a
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
 
S
t
a
f
f

1
.
8
8

-
-

-
0
.
7
5

-
0
.
2
5

P
a
i
d
 
S
t
a
f
f

0
.
6
3

0
.
2
5

-
-

0
.
1
3

0
.
1
3

0
.
2
5

V
o
l
u
n
t
e
e
r
s

-
'N

1
0
.
6
3

3
.
1
3

3
.
1
3

1
.
2
5

5
.
8
8

.
0
.
2
5

1
.
1
1

r
_
_
\

)
T
u
t
o
r
s

3
.
8
8

1
.
2
5

2
.
6
3

P
e
e
r
 
T
u
t
o
r
s

5
.
6
3

-
-

4
-

0
.
7
5

-
,
,
,
,
0
0
2

-
'

A
d
v
i
s
o
r
y
 
C
o
u
n
c
i
l
 
M
e
m
b
e
r
s

1
0
.
0
0

6
.
5
0

0
.
2
5

1
,
1
.
6
3

7
.
2
5

3
.
8
8

6
.
0
0

T
a
s
k
 
F
o
r
c
e
 
M
e
m
b
e
r
s

1
1
.
0
0

5
.
3
8

1
.
5
t
:

0
.
3
8

9
.
5
0

2
.
2
5

3
.
1
3

O
t
h
e
r

3
.
2
5

0
.
1
3

-
3
.
2
5

0
.
1
3

3
.
1
3

*
A
s
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
a
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
e
a
c
h
 
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
y
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
,

t
h
e
s
e
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
s
 
a
r
e
 
a
v
e
r
a
g
e
d
 
f
9
r
 
t
h
e
 
e
n
t
r
i
e
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
i
s
 
c
o
l
u
m
n
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
y
 
d
o
 
n
o
t
 
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
i
l
y
 
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t

t
h
e
 
a
v
e
r
a
g
e

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
e
n
t
r
i
e
s
 
w
i
t
h
i
n
 
e
a
c
h
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
 
c
o
l
u
m
n
s
.

T
h
a
t
 
i
s
,
 
a
n
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
 
c
o
u
n
t
e
d
 
a
s
 
"
1
 
"
r
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
c
o
l
u
m
n

m
a
y
 
b
e
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 
i
n
 
m
o
r
e
 
t
h
a
n
 
o
n
e
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
.



L
l

T
a
b
l
e
 
1
3

A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
N
u
m
b
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
I
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
s
 
P
e
r

P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 
I
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 
i
n
 
R
i
g
h
t
t
o
-
K
M
-
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

T
o
t
a
l

A
v
e
r
a
g
e
*

F
o
r
 
R
e
g
i
o
n
 
3
 
b
y
 
I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

(
n
=
8
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
 
[
o
u
t
 
o
f
 
1
8
)
)

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g

F
d
r
m
a
l

T
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
-

S
t
a
f
f
i
n
g

B
o
a
r
d
 
o
f
 
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

2
.
5
0

0
.
6
3

0
.
1
3

1
.
5
0

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
D
i
s
t
.
 
A
d
m
i
n
.

4
1
.
7
5

1
.
3
8

-
0
.
8
8

P
r
e
-
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
(
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
)

2
5
.
0
0

-

E
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y
 
(
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
)

8
3
.
1
3

*
-

-
-

J
r
.
 
H
i
g
h
 
(
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
)

'
t
o
-
-

2
8
.
8
,
8

S
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y
 
(
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
)

5
7
.
5
0

0
.
2
5

-
-

S
p
e
c
i
a
l
 
C
l
i
e
n
t
 
G
r
o
u
p
s

6
.
2
5

-
-

-

C
o
l
l
.
 
o
r
 
U
n
i
v
.
 
D
e
p
t
.

0
.
3
8

0
.
3
8

-
-

J
r
,
 
o
r
 
C
o
m
m
.
 
C
q
l
l
e
g
e

0
.
2
5

0
.
2
5

0
.
1
3

0
.
1
3

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
C
e
n
t
e
r

1
.
2
5

-
-

-

C
h
u
r
c
h
e
s

3
.
6
3

-
-

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
L
i
b
r
a
r
y

0
.
2
5

0
.
1
3

-
-

I
n
d
u
s
t
r
y

-
-

M
a
s
s
 
M
e
d
i
a
,

1
.
8
8

0
.
2
5

A
d
u
l
t
 
D
e
v
.
 
A
g
e
n
c
i
e
s

f
r

0
.
1
3

0
.
1
3

0
.
1
3

0
.
1
3

C
o
r
r
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
I
n
s
t
.

0
.
1
3
'

U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
i
e
s

0
.
1
3

0
.
1
3

1

E
l
e
m
e
n
t

F
i
e
l
d
 
B
a
s
e
d

:
M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
-
E
,

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
&

A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

C
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

A
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t

0
.
1
3

0
.
5
0

1
.
0
0

0
.
2
5

1
.
1
3

1
.
0
0

2
5
.
0
0

-
,

-
-
-

4
3

3
.
1
3

:
7
5

1
2
.
5
0

-
3
.
1
3

2
5
.
6
3

6
.
2
5

6
,
2
5

-
-
-
.
.
-
-
-
/
-

-
1

0
.
2
5

0
.
2
5

9
.
1
3

0
.
1
3

0
.
Z
5

0
.
8
8

-
 
G
.

0
.
5
0

-
1
.
1
3

2
.
5
0

_
0
.
2
5

-
0
.
2
5

0
 
.
 
2
5

0
.
1
3

w
-
6
.
6
3

0
.
1
3

1
.
2
5

0
.
1
2

0
.
1
3

*
A
s
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
 
a

t
o
t
a
l
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
s
 
f
r
o
m

e
a
c
h
 
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
y
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
,

t
h
e
s
e
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
s
 
a
r
e
 
a
v
e
r
a
g
e
d

f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
e
n
t
r
i
e
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
i
s
 
c
o
l
u
m
n
,

a
n
d
 
t
h
e
y
 
d
o
 
n
o
t
 
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
i
l
y
 
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t

t
h
e
 
a
v
e
r
a
g
e

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
e
n
t
r
i
e
s
 
w
i
t
h
i
n
 
e
a
c
h
 
o
f

t
h
e
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
 
c
o
l
u
m
n
s
.

T
h
r
t
'
i
s
,
 
a
n
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
 
c
o
u
n
t
e
d
 
a
s
 
"
1
"
 
i
n

t
h
e
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
c
o
l
u
m
n

m
a
y
 
b
e
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 
i
n
 
m
o
r
e

t
h
a
n
 
o
n
e
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
.



-:54-

d. Comparison-Contrast of the Regions'

The oyerall relative success between the three regions is indicated by

their mean disctepancy scores for the required and all objectives, which are

shown in Table 14. As is evidenced in the table, a clear ranking from most to

least attainment exists across the regions, with Region 2 being the most suc-

cessful, on both sets, of means presented. When only the required objectives

are considered, the three regions are, spread equally. ilut when all objectives

are taken into account, Regions 2 and 1 are seen to be very close in mean dis-

crepancy scores, while Region 3 deviates substantially from the other two, its

difference from the Region 1 mean being 22 of the 25'bundredths'exhibited in

the largest gap shown.

Table 14. Mean Discrepancy Scores and Differences Between.
the Regions for 'the Required and Optional Objec-

tives. '-

Region 2

Region 1

Region 3

Required Difference

1.01
0.12

1.13

1.25

All

0.96

0.99

1.21

Difference

0.03

0.22

Considering the required objectiveg, Figure 2 offers a visual comparison

of,each region's progress in each objective. For Objectives 3; 5, and 7, the

three regions cluster together in approximately equal attainment levels. The

diagram of Objective 1, however, indicates that Region 2 has had substantially

more success in advisory council activities than either of the two other regions.

ject?ives 2, 4, and 6 indicate that Region 3 is especially unsuccessful in cora-

1

parison with the other two in its work in needs and resource assessment, with

establishing publicity networks, and in coordinating day-toLday responsibil ies.

The extreme strengths and weaknesses between the regions from among the
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Figure 2 - Bar Diagram of Mean Discrepancy Scores for the Required

Objectives for Each Region
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optional objectives are shown in Figure 3, which is derived from a summary of

items presented earlier ix. Tables 5, 8, and 11, and in descriptions of each

region separately. The objectives placed in either extreme category were chosen

according to two criteria: number of projects using the objective and its mean

discrepancy score. Thus, extreme strengths include those objeCtives which have

a substantial number of projects in the region using them, with a low mean i

crepancy score. The objectives for the extreme weakness category were chosen

4

64
4



r
-56-

because of their very small number of projects making use of tAdM and their

high discrepancy scores.

Similar strengths across the regions are in the areas of adult basic

reading programs, volunteer programs in the school (K-12), and writfing'fund-

ing proposals. Region 3 deviates from this pattern in that having special

literacy programs in the director's own classroom is not a strength as found

in the other regions, and this region does not exlibit a strength in having

volunteer programs in-school. The only common weakness for the three regions

*
is in their volunteer programs in the preschool. Region 2, however, exhibits

an additional weak area in its special literacy activities in the directors'

classrooms, and Region 3 is especially weak in its volunteer programs for

adults and in its media programs.

Comparisons of the mean discrepancy scores of the regions within their

elements' categories, as shown in Figure 4,, illustrate at least three points. '

First, Re0on 1 is especially stronger than the other regions in its perfor-

mance of Formal Training activities. This may be related to the fact of Region

l's havi g more institutions of higher educlatiottin.its geographic scope; north-

ern Illin is. Second, Region 2 has a relative strength'in its Staffing activi-

ties. This would appear to be accounted for by the fact that most activities ,

in the Staffing category are from Objective 1, advisOry council work, and this

was already indicated as a very strong area for Region 2. This "rouble" out-

come is also tlight to be related to the time utilization of th, Region 2 con-

sultant, as will?be discussed in section IV, B. 4 below. Mid finally, Region 3

is weak in .each -of -the six elements_as compared to the other regions, though

this is, oourse, correlated with the overall high discrepancy cores for

this region.

The strong and weak points indicated by the comparisons above are seen

to be related to a number of factors. These factors.include the general socio-

6 t)
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\

Figure 3

Extreme Strengths, and Weaknesses from Among the

Optional Objectives Across the Regions
(The objective numbers appear in parentheses)

Extreme Stren ths
D.

Extreme Weaknesses

Region 1 adult basic reading volunteer programs in

programs (9) I _preschool (11)

volunteer programs I

inschool (12) I

rt
,c

1
writing funding proposals (14)

1

1

1

Region 2 adult baSic reading special literacy activities

programs (9)
1 in director!s,class
1

,
rooms

writing funding proposals (14)

Region 3

volunteer programsin

volunteer programs

I

preschool

1\ .inschool

(15)

writing fundi9 proposals (14) volunteer programs in
el
*,4

1

preschool

adult basic reading
(9) volunteer programs for

adults s'(13)

special literacy programs
in directors' class s media programs .4.1116)

room° (15) ;

programs

economic levels of projects within regions, the characteristics of the local

project directdrs In regions, and the nature of the timettilization by the

state staff consultants within each region. The analyses of these contributing

factor§ as related to the foregoing findings from project success are pregented

ction B. below.

. The Training Program Phapes

'a. Projects are divided into two phases according to the time, the directors
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N

least successful

)

1.4

1.2

0.4

most successful

Figure 4.
N,

Bar Diagram of Mean Discrepancy Scores
in Each Major Element for Each Region

(Region numbers are indicated inside each bar.)
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of the projects received their training from the state staff. Phase 1 projects

were those with directors trained in January, 1974, and Phase II projects had

their directors trained iyAugust, 1974. In some cases, a pr6ject hap more than

one diector, each being trained in a different session. In such ,cases, the

projects are considered as being in Phase I and not in Phase II. Of the 55 pro-

jectsjects used to prepare this report, 39 are in Phase I and 16 in Phase IT.

.This section of the findings will forego an extensive description of each

separately, as much of it would be repetitious of the presentation above. It

-Will concentrate, rather on the comparison-contrast of the two phases.
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Summary discrepancy score data for 'Phases I and II are shown in tables

15 and 16, respectively. From those rAables, it is seen the two phases

were essentially equally successful, as the mean discrepancy scores for the

requcred and all objectives differ by only two hundredths ora point. there-
,

maihdet of the data in the tables are used as the'basis for the charts of-the

comparative analyip.

Figure 5 presents the Clearest comparison of the discrepancy scores of

the required. objectives for the two phases. The objective with the largest

difference between the phases is Objective 1 (advisory council and task force

establipment and operatio4, with Phase II projects performing these activi-

$

ties much better than Phase I projects. There are only very slight differences

between the two phases on.Objectives 2,.3, and 6, with Phase I projects being

more successful, though the difference isthought to be inconsequential. The

remaining three objectives indicate almost equal mean discrepancy scores for

both phases. Overall, then, there is a great similarity between projects in
1

the two phases with respect to the required Objectives, with the exception of

r

the advisory council'functions.

As is seen in Figure 6, which presents ,comparison of the mean discrep-

ancy scores for each phase across the elements,,almost all of the elements

show similar success patterns for the two phases. The fwo exceptions to this,

though they are not strong differences, are Staffing activities, with Phase II'

projects being more successful than Phase I, and Evaluation and Assessment ac-

tivities being less successful in Phase JI than they were in Phase I.

A comparison of the numbers of individuals and institutions, by category,

between the two phases is obtained from. the data in Tables 17, 18, 19, and 20.

Comparing the total numbers'of individuals, it is seen that Phase I protects

make their substantially strong impact through teachers, volunteers, profes-

sional staff, peer tutors, and other tutors, in that order, considering the

6'6



Iable 15

eequired (..blectives

_or e ',at,) for

:-!ea )is'

crepancy
Scores 1 Rank

Local ;,:ight to read Projects

(r1,39

optional Objectives

In

n

Vnase 1

4!ean Dis-

crepancy
Scores Rank

1. Advic,ory Council 0.8 1 8. Pre-Schl. Parent Ed. 10 1.01 8

AsF.essrPci': u.qv 3 9. Adult Reading Skills 23 028 3

li. rrar -; elan 1.:.1 -., 10. Pre-Schl. Readiness 11 0.98 6

4. i'll'Al.c1tv 1;eork 1.09 4 11, Pre-Schl. Volunteers 9

'. y 1=e:::01:r:-.-:::

f:, .)3, i:,.3

1.41

0.92

I-,

2

12. ln-Schl. Volunteers

13. Adult Volunteers

16

6

0.96

0.98

5

7

,
f..1!. 'es2f:I=Ti':,,,,r, 1.4 7 14. proposal Writing 15 0.45 2

15. Classrow% Literacy 5 0.37 1

16, 7'edia Prcgram 6 0,21 4

1.11 oto1 (;biectives = 1.04

uired 06 11:.;:tivez [otal Ohlectiyes lean Rank

0.97 0.96 2

0.90 1

1.0J 4

1.00

1.1,7

1.1(- 6

,y tf .it SY!' t

Ihg appt : , 10r1,0 itAnim
6 ns P.



Table 16

:',ummary Discrepanc Score Data for Local Right to Read Projects in Phase II

(n=161

Required tibleLtiVes

Mean Dis-

crepancy
:;cures' Rank Optional Objectives n

Mean Dis-
crepancy
Scores Rank

1. Advisory Council 0.64' 1 8. Pre'-Schl. P'arent Ed. 5 1.22 8

2. Needs Assessment 1.17 4 9. Adtilt Reading Skills 7 0.91 5'

3. Program Plwi 1.37 5 10. Pre-Schl. Readiness 6 1.04 6

4. Publicity ':etwork 1.09 3 11. Pre-Schl. Volunteers 2 1.43 9

5. Community Resources 1.41 6 12. In-Schl. Volunteers 2 0.67 4

6. Day to Day tasks '1.04 2 13. &ilt Volunteers 4 0.65 3

::.

7. ;t:ifi Development 1.)2 7 14. PrOposal Writing 4 0.18 1

15. Classroom Literacy 5 0.60 2

16. Media Program 3 1.14 7

Required mhiectiNtes =

Flement.

1.14 Total Objectives Mean = 1.06

Required Objectives Mean Total Objectives Mean Rank

Planning 1.02 1.03 4

Formal
0.95 2

Staffilw 0.96 0.88 1

Field based Act.ivitif-s 1.44 1.07 5

:lanai'ement rid Coordination 1.09 0.97 3

Evalltatioh and 1 t-;sf2ssment 1.32 1.30 6

1:-wr4,(4 t f o iectives; " = :Ittainme;,t of objectives

t(Hvitio +be required objectives apply to Formal frainirw, because

ot YA- lormll Ira,nin defined as in p. 185 of this report.
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least successful

1.6

1.4

S-4 01
c (1 3-1

1 US 0
01 1-1

A V)

1.2

1.0

0.8

0.6

most successful

Figure 5.

Bar'Diagram of Mean Discrepancy Scores for the
Required Objectives for Each Training Phase

(Phase numbers appear inside each bar.)
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categories with averages above 10. Phase II projectsn the other hand,'make

the_ir_impact_ through volunteers and advisory council memoirs. Of the institu-

tions, Phase I projects' average numbers of individuals i the hundreds involvL1

are from elementary, preschool, junior high, and secondar school students. ,Though

there are fair numbers of special client groups involved in Phase I projects, the

number of these is much smaller than for the school students. The institutional

data for Phase it indicate that elementary school students are the most numer-

yfY
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oucly involved group, though junior high students and college or university de-

partments do have averages of more than 10 involved.

In summary, Phases I and II are remarkably similar in the progress of the

projects with local directors trained In each, when mean discrepancy scores are

used as the criteria. One exception to that waslithe advantage shown by Phase II

projects in their advisory council work as over Phase I. In terms of the num-

bers of individuals and institutions involved in each phase, more of both'in-

dividuals and institutions were involved in Phase I projects and in more cat-

egories, than were in Phase. II projects. TheAategories of strength did, how-

ever, overlap across the two phases. Additional information concerning the

content of the training prOgrams, in an attempt to understand more completely

the findings of this section, will be presented in section IV. B. below.

7 6

4.
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l3. Factors ontributin: to Success of Pr ects

The presentation of findings up to this point miL'It be thought of as the

static findings. We now turn to the dynamic findings in which evidence is pre-

-7\sented to suggest that certain factors potentially within the control of the

state Right to Read staff or the local project staffs appear to influence the

nature and degree of projects' attainments as presented above. There are four

such factors which were discovered in the course of pas evaluation and-which

serve to organize this section ref the report: socioeconomic faCtors, charac-

teristics of directors, state staff time utilization, and training program ac-

tivities.

1. Socioeconomic Level of the District

There is found to be some relationship between the socioeconomic level of

the school district)Ln which the local Right to Real project is located and the

success of its attainment of objectives. As this analysi's was conducted before

the discrepancy model programs were developed, the measure of success varies

slightly from pure discrepancy scores. Each project was assigned a success

rating of 0 to 16 (though 12 was the highest assigned), based on the number of
4

objectives having 507, or moreac4vitieg "Completed." This success rating

method is correlated with success as determined by mean discrepancy scores, by

definition of the latter. The SES measure was obtained by subtracting the per-

cent of Title I eligibles in each school district (provided by the IOE data

processing service in November, 1975) from 100. SES and success ratings for

each project are presented in Appendix F.

The descriptive and correlational statistics for the two variables are pre-

sentedsented in Table 2 The correlation of +0.31, while it is not very large,
r
is

,*
statistically significant at the .01 level. Thus, there is a greater than chance'

tendency for the more successful projects to be those in higher SES communities,



and conversely.% As Region 3 was found above to be the least successful of the

three regions, the average SES level of the communities surrounding its pro-

jects ialso the lowest of the three. The median values of the Title I per-
,

centage eligibles for each region are 6.08, 11.37, and 17.64, respectively for

e/ 00

Regions 1, 2 and 3.
1

Table 21

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation

of Success Ratings and SES Levels (n=55)

variable mean s.d. r p <

success 5.64 3.49
+0.31 .011

SES 85.14 17.62

The finding of the relationship of success in Right4to Read projects and

SES is not taken to imply that if success is desired projects should be estab-

lished in high SES areas. Rather it points to the need to better understand

what special requirements exist in.order to make a project from a low SES area

successful, since there, 'presumably, lie the greatest needs for literacy ef-

forts. To this end a case analysis of the few successful prtijeCts 'from low SES

areas was undertaken and follows.

The analysis undertaken to investigate the influence of a large percentage

of low SES families in the school district on the possible success of the R2R

Project involved a sample of successful projects (one from each of the three

regions) with success ratings of 9 or aboVe and a sizable number of Title

eligible students, over 157 rAdditionally, three projects with low success'

1The medians are taken from the SES indicators Appendix F. The entire

tables are not repeated here in the interest of avo'ding the further prolifera-

tion of tables in the text.
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ratings, less than 4, and a sizable number of Title I eligible students, over

15;', were examined, in terms of the characteristics of the directors of the

bProject. Two projects in the sample of 6 had more than one director in each

ocoithe groups; consequently the applications of four R2R directors in each

category were analyZed. The variables which seemed to distingu sh between

the two groups are recorded in Table 22,

Generally, the directors of the successful projects with a large number

of low income students displayed the same characteristics as the other suc-

cessful directors described earlier. The same can be said for the uasuccesi-

ful group. However, there are differerices between the two groups worthy of

further investigation. It is noted that pll four of the successful directors

working in situations with a relatively large population of,low income stu-

dents had under ten years of experience, while the unsuccessful group had

only one director with less than 10 years of experience and three with over

years ofivpgi'ience; successful directors lived in their communities under

years while among the unsuccessful group all had been residents of their'

communities for over 15 years. All successful directors wete female; 2 of the

unsuccessful ones'were male. The unsuccessful directors cluster in the eight

year age range of 37 to 45 while the successful ones range from 31 to 50 years

of age. The successful directors tend to belong to thrte or more professional

organizations and half of the group viewed themselves as specialists in program

development. By contrast the unsuccessful directors all belong to no more than

one professional organization and half of this group indicated thnfpossessed

no special skills. Finally, three of the four successful directors attached-a

personal statement of intent to their applications, specifying their desire to

become a R2R'director and indicating ghat they hoped to learn in the training

siessions. Only one of the unsuccessful directors attached such a statement.

In summary then, if one is interested in selecting a potentially successful

fi
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director in a community 4th a large population of low SES students, the applicant

should display between three to eight years of experience in the field, and less

k

than nine years in the community_as a resident. She should belong to more than.
$

three professional organizations, be enthusiastic and committed at least in a writ-

ten statement, and be over 30 and under 50 years of age and probably have some ex-

perience in program devej.opment.

Table 22

Demographic Charabteristics of Selected Directors in Low SES Communities

Variable

Successful with more
than 15% Tittle I

N=4

Unsuccessful with more

than 15% Title,I
N=4

Classroom Teacher 3 2

Non Clayroom Teacher .
1 2

Years of Experience
Under 10 4

Over 15 -

Years of Residence
Under 9 4 -

Over 15 - 4

Sex F 4 2

M - 2

Age 31-35
36 -40

1

1 ,

1 e-
4,.- -

-
1

4I-45 1 3

46-50 1 -

Education
BA 2 1

MA 2 3

Professional Organizations
1

. 1 4

3 or more 3 -

Special Skills
Reading SpeciOpt 1 '144 2

Administration 1 -

Program Development 2 -

College Teaching -
, 1

None - 2 ..

2. Characteristics of Successful and Ulisuccessful Directors

General success among Right to ead projects, as judged by each of the

three 'regional ccItant's provision of the three "most successful" and three

"least successful" projects in their respective regions near the beginning of

this, evaluation team's functioning, is found to be related to some demographic
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characteristics of the project directors. Information on demographi.c charac-

teristics of the 18 used for this analysis
1

are presentE" in the Interim Report

in Appendix A. This section follows closely the format of that p esentation,

but concentrates on data pertinent to this particulars finding. 'As the sample

size is 18, a certain degree of tentativeness-must reside with the conclusions

,,

based on these findings.

Data_on the demographic charact ristics available from original

tion forms of the directors are sh wn in.Table 23. for.the nine successful, and

nine-unsuccessful directors. Th
/

se characteristics which appear to indicate.

the sharpest discriminati.-1 be een the two groups are: special skills re-

ported, education Level, sex of director, age of director, number of reading

courses completed, and membership in professional4anizations.2 Taking the

specific direction of each of the differences into account, the following

rough "model" of successful directors is derived. The successful local Right.

to Read director considers him of herself a reading specialist, a program de-

veloper, and possibly an administrator or guidance counselor; has a Masters'

degree; is a female; is between the ages of 41 and 50; has taken five or more

reading courses; is a member of three or more professional organizations; and

is functioning in a non - classroom teacher'role. Those characteristics which

appear to make little or no difference in the performance success of directors

include the nature'of their present position in the school, years of experience,

years in the community, marital status, and the number of media courses.

As was suggested in the Interim Report; this model might be taken as a

selection model for screening prospective candidates for local directorships,

if that luxury of selectivity is available in future recruitment efforts.

'See section III.C. above for a full description of the methodology for

this analysis.

`See Interim Report for tests of significance.

81.
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Table 23

Demographic Characteristics of Successful dud Unsuctessful

Right to Read Directors (tv,18)

Present Position Successful

Classroom Teacher 3

Reading Instructor 0

Reading Diagnostician

Reading Specialist

Reading Consultant

Principal

Learning Center Director'

Media Director

Years Experience

. 0 - 1

4-

9 - 13

14 - 18

19 - 25

over 25

1

1

1

2

2

3

0

Sex

Nrale

Female

0

4 h./

Unsuccessful

2

lass room

3

0 )

1

0 )

) Non-Chiosroom
1 ) 0

11 )

I )

)

)
I.



i:1!, e 23 tContInued,

comm,,xit euccessful Unsuccessful

1 3

1 1

- 16

19 - 25

over n

Macita) Status

A ,e

Single

Married

26 - 30

31 - 35

36 - 40

Al - 45

46 -

over 50

2

0

3

2

1

0

0

4

3

6

1

8

3

1

0

1

1

2

..1

4

Education 14-v,:1

8A

MA 9

3

6



Number of Reading Courses

0

1

2

4

'5

6 or more
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Table 23 (Continued).

Successful

0

1

0

1

3

4

Unsuccessful

1

0

0

2

0

4

2

Number of Media Courses

0

1

2

I or more

3

3

0

3

3

3

0

3

Membership n Professional Organizations

0

2'

3

4 pr more

0

0

0

4

5

1

a

0

3

2

$

E3-
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Special Skills

Reading Specialist

Fine and Performing Arts

Administration

Test Administration

Guidance and Counseling

Program Development

College Teaching

Nursing
p

.Behavior Modification 1

-76-

Table 23 (Continued)

Successful Unsuccessful

5 1

1 0
4

2

1

2

0

1

None 1

0

1

0

1

I

1

0

3

Os

st
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3. Training Program Analysis

The agendas of both the Phase 1 and Phase II training sessions were content

analyzed and activities were classified into eight broad categories. A frequency

count of activities in each category and attendant percentages are presented in

jable,24. The categories are described as follows:
4u

1. Croup dynamics, communications, interperSonal relations, conflict

management. ,/

2. Needs Assessment and Planning.

3. Trends in Right to Read programs, nationally, regionally and locally,

formal traininein reading skills at various levels and all items

4 dealing with reading as a content area.

4. Staffing arrangements and attitudes adjustment; orientation of staff

and hoW"to recruit staff at the /local level.

5. Field based activities - Advisory Councils, Community action programs,

etc.

6. Management and Organization of Right to Read p.rograms.

7. Assessment and Evaluation._

8. Demonstration activities - practical experiences of other Right to

Read persons and projects shared in small group sessions.

Frequency Counts
Activities

Category

Table 24
and Percentages of Training Program

in Each of Eight Categories

Phase I Phase II ,

n percent n zrcent

Group dynamics 11 12,1 6 '11.5

Nees assessment 15 16.5 4 7.7

Reading training 20 22.0 18 34.6

'"...Li.r,,z1ffing 1 1.1 0 0

Field Based"

activities 15- 16.5 6 11.5

Management, 8 9.9 5 9.6

Assessment 5 5.5 3 5.8

Demonstration 15 16.5 10 19.2

Totals 90 100.1 52 . 99.9

8v
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The comparison of the two phases for the required objectives on mean dis-

crepancy scores above indicated that'Phase II projects were more successful

than Phase I projects on Objective 1. The content of the training programs

was examined to ascertain whether or not* the effect might be attributaole to

the differential foci of the two training programs. The field Based Activities

category was defined as including information about advisory councils, but this

category in Table 24 indicates, that more attention was given to Phase 1 pro-

jects in this area. Thus, Phase II's success with advisory councils is not

diceSsarily attributable to the amount_of time spent in training for that func-

-tion,

On the other hand, Phase I is seen to give more attention than Phase II to

needs assessment and planning functions, and indeed, Figure 5 inates that

Phase'I projects were the more successful in these two2reas_(Objectives 2 and

3). Whereas management activities were given almost equal :tress in the two

training programs, the management objective(6) shows a difference in the two

phases, with Phase I projects performing more successfully than those of Phase

Iii. fhe overall conclusion, then, is that differences in the training programs

are not found to be related to differential success in the field. This conclu-

sion must be interpreted tentatively, however, for there are those cases in

which a given project has more than one director, each trained in a separate

Phase..

/ 4. Staff Utilization of Time

Following from the procedure detailed in the Nethodology section of this

report, the percentags of time each state staff member spent in seven catego-

ries of activities are presented in fable 25 along with average figmrcl*s for

the re0onal consultant:, alone, and for the regional coosultantS combined ,,ith

the Kight to Read Director. (Extensive descriptions of each category are pre-

sented in Appendi:, 4 .)
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The greatest percentage of time, in both the regional consultants' average

and in the entire staff's average, is spent in information dissemination acti-

vities. While it may be appropriate for the state staff to allocate great '

amounts of time to activities in this area initially in the program's operation,

t

........)

t might be expected that efforts in this area be taken over by local projects

as they "get off the ground." But Objective 4, which deals with the establish-

ment of publicity, networks was indicated in the preceeding presentation as

being of only moderate success. It was an area ranked very low by discrepancy

scores in Region 3, and the Region 3 consultant is seen in this data as de-

voting some 45 percent of time to information dissemination. Whereas Regions

1 and 2 each devoted,some 20 percent of time to this category, Objective 4 was

fairly and very successful respectively in those regions. Thus there may be

some degree of inverse relationship between the amount of time a staff member

spends on information dissemination and the ability of the local projects to

perform those functions. Of course, it may be the case that aslocal projects

fail in their publicity efforts, the state staff member responsible for those

projects "picks up,the slack."

In examining the utilization of time by the Region 2 consultant, it is

seen that the category on which she stands out from the other two is in advi-

sory council work. This finding is further substantiated by data on the num-

ber of site visits each consultant made o sites in their respective regions.

As counted from staff's monthly reports over a nine month period (September,

1974 to JtAre, 19751, the numbers of visits reported by the Region 1, 2 and 3

consultants respectively w re 31, 48 and 2b. These visits primarily involved

meetings with advisory con cils or their members, and the Region 2 consultant

is seen to have made tb must_ efforts in this areA. As has been indicated

several times earls ai this report, this area is o e of especial s9c;:ess for

417
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Region 2. Here a direct relationship of staff time and field performance is

suggested. Not enough information eixsts, however, to suggest that this staff'

member's efforts with advisory councils effected their predominance of success,

it might also be that the successful performance of advisory councils in this

,
I ,

region evoked a positive response of'extensive contact by this consultant.

C. Cost-Benefit Analysis

Ultimately, any, funded prOject must be judged in light of the Cost of'the

services delivered. It is difficult4t best to specify benefits and costs for

a project which has not yet completed its activities. Therefore, thiS analysis

must be viewed as highly iiieculative. The figures shown below Were taken from

the Right to Read Program Plan, 1975-76 prepared by the R2R staff and submitted

to the Superintendent of the Illinois Office of Education. The'budget from

which the figures were derived is shown in Appendix H. The analyses below are

based on the cost of training a R2R director by the R2R staff and the comparable

cost of training a director by outside coptractors,-that is the three universi-

ties subcontracted to train directors for, the 1976 Phase III training program.

Total Proposed Budget 3/1/74 - 2/28/76 $349,000.00

Total Expenditures 3/1/74 - 3/28/75 113,112.00

Total Carry-over 235,888.00

cooperative Research Act .rant 3/1/75 - 2/28/76 214,776.00

Total Proposed Budget 450,664.00

(1) Less Estimated Cost of University
training Programs 'Phase III esti aced

$60,000 x 3 pLus $10,000 In star
contributed services per each univer-

sity (~30,000) 210.000.00

(Lstimated) 240_,64.00

Lost of tr.iining 90 k2R directors in

Ifiase Land lI Prwrams the state

statt /(2);90/'

(ust tit training 142'R.T directors by the
three ifiliversities as of 3/7'. /(1),;142J

2,674.04 each

1478.87 each

r-Difference
Li ki

$1,452.13 per director

Nrsmill
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, .

On the basis of the estimated costs, it as efficient for the state staff

to decide in June, 1975 to subcontract the'training of additional 1228 dirotors

to the three universities, one in each region. Approximately $1,500 per trainee

could be saved by the uTersitiesttraining efforts.

The figures shown in the preceeding analysis represent these specifically

allocated to training. Uowevet: it should be remembered that the costs of

training must also include support staff, materials, office supplies and other

items. Because the final budget and impact
1
data are not yet available, the

estimated costs shown below must be viewed as projections and not real costs.

Estimated Training Costs for Phase nib

(Taken from Proposed Total Budget, Marsh 1, 1975 - 'ebruary 28, 1976)

Expenses for Support $ 75,000.60

Consultant Services

TrtIvel Expenses

Ilaterials and Supplies
(50/ of figure in' budget)

9,500.00

10,000.00

43,737.00

25, of Professional Staff time 29,754.00

Support Staff time 13,338.00

total Lstimated COSI ,181,329.00-

cost Estimate based on 300 new directorS 604.43 each

Cost Lstimated on actual total number
55 t 142 . 10

Ohe assumption is that the R2R directors cur-
rently Inpctioning will be served by the //

universities)

920.45 each

Lost estimated on number (rairwd in Phase III

cat
7

lvkt should he noted that all 03 tLe Above predictions And estimates Are

intomplete for cot;t-benetit eghatTrn c,in only he Wly implemented when there

is I.,oroc mei,Asure t. ltt tbt. case of R2Ft h s'''hisne1 it ,nest he 1,1eas)tx

of the increase ;n client 1,!1: prcwrdioS.

A(itnal ,irrutt:-: to each ot the three universities AverAed About %,10,000

Ati, tor A 1 ,dyek pei:,d !or 100 director .utel 10

of cacti.

fh.
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Hindsight is always more accurate than foresight particularly when monies

arz! involved. Historically, professibnal kNaining piograms and especially in-

set-vile training programs have been expensive projects for professional sala-

ries must be paid to the trainers and the cost of vpporting the trainees is

on the increase. But one wonders what would have happened at the local level

If the difference in cost between the training by the state staff and the

training provided by the universities had been allocated to the local R2R pro-

ject for support of activities during the first year of operation. Ultimdtely,

the co.:t-bencfit of the R2R program rests on filling in the missing piece of

the equation. How many persons became literate or more literate as a result

of the activities of R2R projects at the local level? Attempts must be made

to collect this information in some systematic way. Perhaps ;the R2R Program

could ask for assistance from the Research Division of the Illinois Office of

Education currently conducting a state-wide 4ssessment program. In addition;

local directors should be encouraged to collect literacy impact information

as part of their ongoing activities.

Summary of Major Findings

summarize the major findings of the report, when projects are viewed

on a statewide basis, it is found that the overall mean discrepanq''score for

all objectives is 1.05, indicating that, on the average, Oere,was almost half

successful attainment r activities in the objectives. The relative strong

areas of perthmance in the state are: advisory council establishment, coordi

nation to day-to-day activities of projects, the operation of adult basic

reading programs, an /the qriting of funding proposals. The attrition rate for

project d
#
irectors 27 percent over a two year period from the first training

contact appears quite good for a program with no material controls or "rewards

0( a substantive mittire. lutthermore, of those directors who remain opera-
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tional, evidence of commitment by yle school district was found to be much

strtger than for those who are no longer operational. The major elements of

special strength are Planning, Formal Training, and Staffing activities. Froni

the individuals and institution reported involVed in local Right to Read ac-

tivities, it was seen that volunteers and teachersAWere the most involved,

averaging more than 21 and 19 individuals per project, respectively, in those

two categories, and th elementary, pre-school, junior.high, and senior high

schools were the greatest areas of institutional involvement.

A comparison of the regions indicated that Region 2 was ,the most success-

ful overall, and that Region 3 wag theleast'successful. Region 1 was, almost

as successf 1 in mean disdrepancy scores as Region 2.
,

In terms of specific

objectives, from among those required; Region 2 was seen to'have special suc-

cess in advisory .council and task force work in comparison with tie other

regions. Regi9n/S l and 2 had almost equal success in comparison with Region

3 in their performance in needs and resources assessment, establishing pub1-1

city networks, and in coordinating day-to-day responsibilities. From among

the optional obOctives, those concerning adult basic reading programeand

writir.g funding proposals were common strengths in each region. But Regions,

1 and 2 showed more success in operating volunteer programs in-school than

did Region 3, and Region 3 showed special success in operating special literacy

activities in the directors' own,classrooms., The regional comparison across

the major elements highlighted Region 1 as relatively'succe4ful in Formal
i

Training, and to a lesser elitent in L:valuation and AsSessme6t; Region 2 had

relative success in Staftiag activities. e .

1w tro training program phases were seen o be rem similar in

their. attainment Jti indic,lted by dis'crepancy. s es. Munn OAS sirilarity

also holds for colTok'isons of the two phases on mogt specific objectives,

Phase T1 projects do shin.: a slightly hiOler degree of suet: ss in advisor

9,j



council activities. The same type of similarity of results obtained for a

compliMh across the elements, with the slight exceptions being that Phase'

II projects showed more success in Staffing activities, and Phase I projects

showed more success in Evaluation and Assessr activities.

-01.10
Four.factors were investigated in an attempt to ascertain their relation

to the success of projects. The first, SES, waefound to be positively corr,

lated with success at the .01 significance level (r = 0.31). As Region 3

had an abundance of projects located in low SES communities their relative

lack of successful performance might well be attributed to this factor. For

the second, characteristics of local project directors, the set of character-

istics thought tobe' most closely associated with success of projects was:

they considered themselves reading specialists, had Masters' degrees, were

female, were4;9een the ages of 41 and 50, had taken five or more reading

courses, were members of three or more professional organizations, and were

functioning in non-classroom teacher roles. The third factor, the content of

the training programs, was found to be unrelated in aril., systematic way to the

success of protects by having their directors trained differentially. Staff

utilization of time, the fourth factor investigated, also showed an incon-

elusive telationnhip to project success, although there was some possibility

of relaLionshlps ,syg6sted between the staff information dissemination acti-

vities and projects' establishment of publicity networks (inverse.relation-

sh10,,and between star( advisory Council work and local protect advisory

council successes (direct relati6nshipl.

analysis ',
the costs involved in training project directors, in as

much acolrAcy .is the estimates allowed, indicated quite clearly that the

ia0 of TjAin!np lunction3 to universities fq more cosy-etficient,

based on ( per director



V. Limitations of the Study, Implications and Recommendations

A. Limitations and Suggestions for Improvement

In a program so' broad in purpose and diverse in operation as R2R in Illinois,

it is in one sense diffiCUlt and even frustrating to limit the scope of the eval-

uation because of the numeYous directions possible. By being compelled to decide

among alternative procedureS and establish priorities, one is muved to recognize,

think about, and oall attention to certain parameters, constraints and limita-

tions that apply to an operation such as this evaluation. _There were parameters

of the evaluation project as defined by ,the contractual agreement under which it

took place. These parameters set certain boundaries for what could be done.

There were more specific constraints; i.e., the amount of time and money allocated

to the project. And there were additional limitations which especially reared

their ugly heads when, at some later stage, hindsight signalled that an alterna-
,

live procedure would have been more effective beginning at some earlier stage.

Grappling with such limitations and their attendant frustrations is also,

however, an impetus for improvement. Within this context, the following sug-

"tv.,estions are made far the continued use of this evaluation system and its im-

provewent in the future.

1. Levels of Significance

Because the Discrepanc> ;:valualion Model is descriptive in its origin, and

because the purposes of the evaluation specified the need for descriptive in-

formation, it was not ally envisioned that tests of significance would be

01 value in comparim-; means of disrepancy scores between projects or groups

of pr ;tots. *44;:-1 Loastitutes an initial limitation. Though constraints of

'Akincy ua tic!, 11. have oril,inallA dictated against the inlusion of such pro-

GedueeS (and tlIrtire (morts his re;:ird may prove somewhat cost1j), it is

10,4sue:-,ted That tez,ts 01 skTi t ic,tttte am one; discrepancy scores will provido a



useful method ot setting standards tor determining the extent to

ferences in discrepancy scores are attribittablCor'not to chance. in pro-
-,

viding such a standard, tests of significance would a useful addition to

Ar -

the computer monitoring sysi for intnre interpretation of project data

analyses.

2. Che Nature of the Problem

A second liiaitaaon of the evaluation was the initial lad, of clarity of

the intended products. In other words,,.at the beginninp, of, operations, the

"problem" was very general, and in a sense was yet to be truly formulated.

This again was.a characteristic of the given situation. Up to the time of,.

this evaluation, yery'little formal evaluation had been carried out on..the

project file data. 4Thfs necessitated an initial inyent.ofv:and description

ot the existipg information. (Price analyzed.by.oth$monitopng system Which

was developed, the information summary proved to be highly to:eful, for achieving

stated goals. flnese statements are not intended to dowsTrade the present util-

ity of that Information, but to suggest that a second stage of evaluation is

DOW made feasible by the organization of this inforMa62on. the initial html-

tat ion has been overcome because the indeterminant situntionlha,3 been nb-

served and ellssifiel. A significant consequence -4 this is that unimportant

information in terms of project outcomes can,be sec aside, and the important

aspects can be focussed upon. , In other words, the "problem" (or problem) can

ft.
now be formulated, and it is suggested that the findings of his report bel

utilized to- provide more concrete direction for more specific 'uthre analyS.

the following example is intended to clarify this suggestion. To the findings

concerning discrepancy scores, the. }has 1 and I) training programs, tough

different in content and :;tructure,apppamd to havejittleAifferential impact

upon field activities in cenerAl, rho Status of local, protects appeared more
M

9 u

4
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l'

, ,
related to "advisory coun9i1" activities which maytssentially constitute site

. ,... . . .

visits by.State staff or follow-up training in the field,-or the effectiveness-
. .- .' . - .

of the director, in implementing the seaifing,aCtivities: The probtemi raised

.

"by these preliminary findings might be:

f

1.--What is .the relationship between training and field basil

1
'

activities? . ,
.

2. Do those projects which are.visittd more frequently exhibit
a higher degree of success than those which are not?

/
.

. -
, - . - , -

3. Can one observe how state staff activity bears upon the,
success.of the local prDjects?

,
. : ,

k . '

.

:

4. Dote' theability of the locl'direetor to staff t project

1

and ieledt.participants constitute a crucial factor lx(, .

pro eqt success? . ,

. .

5. Is there a critical mass (e.g., 4 or mare). of personnel active In-

a peoject which can-be identified as.a'sucgess variable? ..- -

.

4/
. ..

Controls could be established or selections made of appropriafte.projects to ob-
..- 1 .

. r .

serve, and the impact of training in'the presence and absence.of field. visits
. ...-

'

. .
, .

and SEA ff follow -up be assessed'. Because findingk from4this analysis

.

could possibly facilite the future*success of an increased number ofprojects,
i

this problem may be worthy of study:
,, i -..

. x

Analysts of this sort could be! accomplished. Findings are available.

oPei
They were not forthcoming for this report since they were outside the para-

metersof agreement and-were c onstrained essentially by time. They Are-sug-
.

s

gested as.a useful second stage oeKvaluation of greater depth than was ini-
.

tially post-1.131e.
,

These limitations and suggestio s for improvement are general by inten-,

tion and, if accepted and carried out,\will lead more specific useful action

in the opinion of the
,
R & D staff. ',These are ffered with confidence that the

hard work and desire for improvement shown.by the R2R'state staff will insure
:'

. k / ;

their consideration, in future efforts. 1

6 -
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B. Implications and -Recommendations

The preceeding section outlined the framework in which the findings sum-

, marized.earlier must be viewed. Within the limitations specified, the findings

ss

imply alternative courses of action. The eiAluation team would be remiss if

this recommendations derivld-from these findings and those presented in the

Interim Report were not specified. The recommendations are organized in terms

of thote which apply at the,policy leVel, at the project level, at the state .

,staff.level,'atathe research level and at the impressionistic level. Each of

the recommendations rs preceded by the finding which generated the Suggested

course of action.

1. Recommendations whiLti related to the Policy Level (Policy is'here difined

as those issues which'are dealt With in federal and state R2R statements)

4rN.
a. Finding:- The socioeconomic status of the client populatio .is a

significant variable in' predicting the success of 'a R2R p ject

in a community.
9

Implicatioh: The R2R program is not serving the most. needy group"

in terms of clients fr9m low socioeconomic backgrounds.

.

. Recommendation: The state staff should find and analyze successful

staff and program models operating in areas with a large number of

1pw socioeconomic status clients and attempts should be made to rep-
,

qicate these successful models.J

b. Finding: Few projects have any data on,achiev ement or fhcrease in

literacy. Further, these data are not available on a national or

a state-wide basis. Local projects tend to be weak on evaluation
designs and discrepancy scores in the evaluation and assessment

area support 'this factor in state and regional analyses.
>

Implication: There appears to be a low level of accountability

ih the R2R program at all levels.

Recommendation: It is impprtant that provisions be made for,the

state to collect achievement and literacy data. Part of the re-

quired training for local directors should be teaching local R2R di-

rectors to evaluato,and, where typtopriate, to tie literacy programs to
7

% 0



sc6ol.achievement scores for acciountability and program credi-

bility.' The state staff should encourage the federal R2R agency

to incorporate'these measures into the guidelines fol. funding.

The state R2R staff should monitor,, evaluate andbe accountable

for the R2R literacy effort at the state level.

c. Finding: There,Sre few data on what happens -to R2R projects

'without staff dnd funds. Letters from. tat district adtinistra-.

tion supporting A213. programs appear more often in the files of

successful directois than'they do in files of unsuccessful'

directors.
,

Implication: Some school districts or other agencies are not
ibuIly'supporting the,R2R. program, nor may they be absorbing

programs into the curticulut alter:the 'initial training by

the State.
. .

.

,

Recommendation: It is important that provisions be made for the

.t

state to collect prOgramsurviftl'data and'include incentives for

districts
.

to leiiitimAte program and incorporate those proved 'Atm-

. 1 : .

)
cessful into ongbing Support* actiyities. If bhere are suffi- .

-_.

.

.

,c

,

ient applicants ,to afforcrthe luxury of selectivity, persons

.
should be 'chosen whose districts'evidence support.for the program

in visible ways, e.g., fiscal contributions, materials;' space,

and ancillary staff.

d. Finding: Some groups of R2R projects (Region 2 and Phases II) have

more success with Advisory Councils thin other areas, and these

are an essential part of the national R2R effort as well as the

gonerl thrust in education in ,the U.S. _today (i.c0, co unity

connections with schools). This success is shown l'kbe re ated

to the time utilizationof the state consultant in the area

which was successful; that is, she spent much time in Advisory

Council contacts dIrectly.

* .
,:.,

40'

triplication:, This factor can b$ "programmee.for,by Acusing

state staff energies in that area. ..

Recommendation: The state R2R staff should redirect their priori-

ties and spend more time and attention on field vi31ts and work

wittl community agencies and Advisory Councils.
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2. At the localkproject-level

I
/

Findingl Successful project's, when compared to unsuccessful piojectt;

are found totave the following distinguishing characteristics among

their directors; they.:consider,themsetyes as having skills as reading

specialists,'prograft developeri, and possiblS, administrators'and guid-

ance counsildrs; have Masters' degrees; are female; aie between -the

ages of 41 and 50; have taken fiye or more reading courses; andiare

members of three or more professional organizations.

Implication:" If project direc tors are able to be selected on the basis

of some of the criteria above, the probability of greater success in

performance of projects willbe increased. Also, much time, effort and .

funds may be being used less efficiently than could be, as they are not

.
diricted at those local directots Who show much promise of success:

. 4

. ,t

Recommendation: The state should develop a selection model for screening
.

.

.
.prospective csndidates for local directorsHips which incorporates the

. - ,
\

above criteria, if that luxury of selectivity is available, in future

recruitment efforts.

/I

3. At.the State Staff Level (Implementation)

4

I 4

Findings: a. State staff spend much time on internal activities

especially In the category of information dissemiqatfbn.
1 0

7

b. State staff did well on planning.

c. State staff' was viewed as' enthusiastic and motivated

by Right. to Read directors.
,

d. Based on obseriation
the 5members of the
that the state staff

bons.
4

and interviews with state staff,
R & D staff jointly concluded
performed a wide varietyof funcL

,

e. LOcal .projects were visited *only 1 per year on the average,,

except for those in Region 2, and these data are supported

by the finding regardIng the peicqnt of time Spent with

"Adyisory Councils in Region 2.

f. Cost-benefit analysis outlined in this report saggests
that outside contractors (universities) may ba, able to

train focal. directors for less money per trainee. No

data are availabl -on impact,on clients' literacy
levels; 'consequently the analyses are incomplett,,

.
, A

Implication: The state R2R staff should turn training over to training

agencies with prestige and follow up service's such as

Universities. This was done for Phase III Training

Programs. 4'

4 1 0
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. Recommendation: Involve State Right.to Read Staff in coordinating field

support of'Right to Read piojects through i0g,Tec nical
,,,..

.
, .

. .

Support Teams. The State R2Rstaff Should bin
,

,

. 4.
..

) -, articulatiOn, cooediriationf monitoring and ev
. .

...

.

' 4: At the ReSearchLevel, 11

'
.

.

. .
.

. ,

Finding: For the R2R eyaluation, certain Ovens dictated
and tethniques employed. A model of evaluatto

- DEM) for analysis whose application, historica
callyjlas been 'related to descriPtiNle statis
extremely diverse and-geral nature of,th
uation, bait cons4uently was not applied
to'in-depth analysis Of particular topic
tive produCts must meet speclficatipns

Implication: Improve
the report

ion- as an

uating agent.

the procedures
was chosen (the

/y 'and methodagi-

les.. It suited the
problem 'of thiseval-
Specific Problems or

or levels.' The exalua-,
f stated purposes.

is in the instrument, the computer program and
ng process,are possible.' 4

Recommendation: Standards and criteria for determing differences

between groups would-Triacilitated.by the calcula- '
'4

ti9 of significance levels. Amore focussed problep,
a

statement initially, less diversity, and a clearef ini-

tial understanding ()fettle important aspects of ,the eval-

nation would have facilitated a

'approach. The procedures and t7chniquey applied here

.

( and the conclusion reached in this first eV41"aluation

are" the sdurEes for formulating the more, specific pro-

re Karous evaluative'

blems.-

0

A desdriptive
4
model of evaluation which seeks.to encompass

a broad and diverse set Of purp,Rses has

wide applicability. The procedures and

n this evaluation are generalizable to

at
tjon projects.

4'.101

an advantage of

methods utilized-

otherssuch'evalua-
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5. At the Impreisionistic Level, j

.

The evaluation team spat-It countless hours with thesstate staff, other IOE

.

staff members, talking co R2Rdirectors and pouring over projeet and state .f

'files. As a result of this aqmost total immersion in the R2R Program; certain

impressions were-developed and discussed by the R & D staff. These impressiohs

I

have been pooiteand culled and ..are offered for consideration by those who

will make decisions concerning the future direction of 112R in the state of:

a .
. 0

. 7 . . .

a. The Structure and Content. of the Program and the Role of the

StateGR2R Staff'. ! :

.- .

Early in the - investigation, the .evaluation teeth was .aware of a lack of.
. .

structure kfld specific focus in the efforts of the federal, state anti .local

R2R activities. This lack of focus is,an artifact of the content of the

-program at the federal level for the guidelines spoke in:general terms of

--enhancing.literacy through aVariety of- Community volunteer programs. However,

1 :

the agency-in the state which administered the program, with a half-million,

dollar budget, was the Illinois Office of Education. It was natural that mestl
A *

* . .

of the R2R directors wo d be school personnel rather

,

than community agency
\

4.,

.

types.*) The lackof clear guidel4nes on the federal level gave th e state depart-

ment and the local level the .flexibility to structure their own programs to
ti

meet-their unique needsbut it took some time to discover What theseneeds were

,

and what the reservoir of talent could offer -.o meet the.needs. This lack of

V1 ., . . .

definition of %pal, task, and product cued the state R2R staff tobe somewhat

/
.

.

removed,from the ongoing activities of the unit in the state department to which
4 s'

, r ,
.

they' were attached.` The'size.of the grant and the seemingly limitless funds
o

devoted exclusivel,' to Right to Read activities created some ,tension' between the

4

R2R state staff and the rest of the departthenc. Hopefully, the thrust of R2R at

the federal level and the new state organizAtiona$ structure should reduce some

of this ambiguity, and tension, 02



. b. The Functions of -the R2R State Staff
14°. A . a

AA ' I , 47 ,

the structural looseness mentioned earlier and (
the lack of program focus

,,,, ,

.seemed to have she effect of diffusing the functions of the state R2R St4ff.

,1

.Far example, ;in the area of reading skill in-sem ,e 'training, they were Aup14-
. s)

.
,

,

catig efforts of the'readihg consultants in
.

the division,.andviith the new
. .

departmental structure (initiated in January, 1976) might duplicate the'efforts .
,

of the reading consultants on the regional, technical support teams. In other
. .

areas the state R2R staff members Were called upori to provide a variety of ser-

Vices which ultimatelyoverbutdened the staff,'such as the offering of work-
,

NOV

shops on the Volunteers of America Literacy Ti'aining programs. The time spent

on information disiemination which could be handled by clerical level staff in

'

the department consumed staff energies. This Staff time might more appropriately

have been spent on co-ordinating the literacy impact of R2R prograMswith the

state -wide literacy assessient effort being conducted by another department

in the.Illinois Office of Education. It is the recommendation that the t,gR

staff be incorporatedinto the new IOE structure more fully to avoid dupli-

' cation of
o
services and to maximize the efforts of the R2R staff.

c

c. The Content of the Program at the State Level

It is the team'4 impression that more effective use of the state R2R

staff could be accomplished if their efforts Were focused in thoSe areas of
e

Proven expertise. For example, the regional mini-workshops conducted by the

staff were considered beneficial by participants as were,the materials pre-
.,

pared by the staff fQr state-wide usage. In additibn to serving as an articu-
*

lation,co-ordination and monitoring agent, the efforts of the state R2R'staff

should be directed to field-based in-service activities, and specific curricular

Or product development.

0"
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d. The Reward Structure,

cv ;

As mentioned earlier, a systematic set of rewards or incentives needs to

.

be bni1t intothe,operation of the program at the local directors' level., In '

order to do bhis,,,the direCtors need,to know what theyaredoing and how well.

1

The monitoring instrument specifies requited activities and hopefully tote feed-
.

back provided by, the evaluation syseem will provide the psychic and professional

, rewards related td the accomplishment of activities and, objectives.. Recognition
,

forthese accomplishments should be built into the state program. 'Similarly at
,

the state level.,, the lack of visibility of the state R2R staff within the or-

ganization represented a minimal reward structure. Attention, whether positive,

or critical, needs to be gin the progr'am and the state R2R staff by superiors

and colleagues within the Illinois Office of EducatiOq. Formal as well as.in-r
0

formal feedback regarding the functioning of the state R2R staff should be built'

into the relationships between the state R2R Eaff Ad other elements bf the

state agency.

e. Suggestions for Issues o be Discussed by the,Illino Office of

Education 0

O
. 0

A

The team had cbe feeling.that.although many persons in the state agency

A

and the state R2R staff were aware of the areas of concern shown below, and

although some consideration had bedh giveq the areas, no resolutions or.po-

licies were reached. Further discussions are recommended with the hope that

specific positions agreeable to all will be presented and followed:

1) How qan the R2R program be tied into, the state school literacy\,

7
.

4

assessment program currently being conducted by the Research Division of

the Office of Educalfion? Could measures of self-concept and achievement

be obtained for schools in which the R2R projects are operational 40 in

some way compared with schools which do not haveR2R programs?

I



2) Can a structured observation schedule be devised by, the state'
1

,

R2R staff and others which will'allow.for systematic observations of suc-'

.

cessful programs, so, Ehe information may be coded, analyzed and dissemi.!,

.

nated state'-wide and nationally?

3) Sinme projections must be made by the state staff in conjunction

with outside experts and other members of the Illinois Office of Education

toUcerning,What the aloney expended on training local R2R directors-might '

have bought if giveuto the fOoal,district, or used in some other way?, In

other words, what other alternatives'to reach 9070 literacy by 1980 in the

.statetof Illinois were/are available? Which alternatives represent the best.

investment-for the state?

4) A firm commitment to continued monitoring of programs and evalu.-

tions by both internal and, external inves4gators should be made.

7

Finally, th e evaluation team wishes trftress its gratitUde to all those

.n the Illinois Office oiJEducation who assisted in the Right to Read. evalua-

tion project. ,Where data were available, the team had open access, and where
i

'

,. data were,not available attempts .were Oide to provide the tearitFl.th what
.

in-

.' V.:
.

formation was retrievable. The team invites the Illinois Office of Education

1.

personnel, the state R2R staff, local projczt directors and concerned citizens

to, comment on this report.

1

J '
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1
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NOT 10K U1KUULAIllm

Roosevelt University
College of Education

Research and Dev &lopment Center

Interim Report to the State of Illinois Right to Read

Staff on Selected Aspects of the Program

Prepared by Henrietta Schwartz, Director, .

Research' and Development Center

I: PurPoge

.
This interim report has two purposes..They are:

A.\ To present information concerning the selection of local project

direc'tors based or an analysis'of data concerning current Right to

Read project dire tors.

.B. To present information concerning participants responses.to the

. .

previous training rograms sponsored by the state agency.

1

lt is iM
tportaht that these findings be interpreted AS tentative for they repre-

sent
\J

approxliately"'six weeks.of.data.collection and analysis and an incomplete in-

vestigation of the project Ells. The Roosevelt Evaluation Team began'

,,,

-- . % .

.

.

% 0

\ -..---k

its work officially on SeptTber 15th, 1975. '26 date, we have completed the modi-,

Xicatipns requeSted in the research designp exam4ned-and coded the material.in ap.k

1

4 proximately one half of the-local project fifes, conducted a telephone survey with

.

a stratifiedx1 sample of local project directors, designed an instrument to monitor

new projects and we are at work 'on ,a computer prograM for the analysis of the data

from the aforementioned instrdment. Special' efforts were made to examine thbse

. .

materials in the-files whichlwould be useful in planning'the new series of Eraining

activities. This Taper presents the preliminary resplts: of °t7-hesd'analyses. In ad-

o

ditlon, the new evaluation process 0 t e instituted,by the state and the monitoring

instrument are to be presented by Mr. D nald Cichon and Mr.. George Olson, members of `

the Evaluation Team.

1.0\te

O



II. Wariables Refatdd Lc. a Selecticin.Model for Local -Project Directors and Participadta .-1

. . , .

lhis section of the report will present the analysis of demographic variables

. '

..
.

characteristic of local Right to Reid directors.and p'articipantst The information was,

%taken from the 4pplicati,pn Blanks filled out h9 each.prospective and actual partfci-
i

r
1

.

, pant in the training-programs (N=81). In aqpion a separate analysis was made of the
\.

.
...L._ -

. three "most'succesur" airectors, and the 'three qe-ast successful" directois in each'. .

.
., . .

.

.

I .

',region. Each of
t

the Education Specialiits on the state stafrselectod the three."most

.
. .

successful" and the,three "least successful" dir,ectors from her legion! TheLOtal
."} W f

I 0
f) I y I

,

, number in plis-suligroupwas 18, 9 in the ;' successful" categorind 9 in the "least

"''
.

.

successful' , category. Additionally, the.Applicntion and Personnel Interview Rating
, . .

,1: . N

Forms psed by.the state s aff to evaluate these 18 candidates were examined and
. ., . .

.

analyzed to.deterganethe predictive accuracy of the instfument. Two of the ill imi-
, -; F" .'!,

tations pf the analyp4 are-plat we are working' with a,self-.self form in tIe%.. ,

' *

x
. - . . , . ,

1

,ApplitatAon Blank and,,in terms of performance in the.
field, with Lhree expert but.

, . .., ,

1

.
' subjective judgments of "'s access" verdils "non/success"..Civen these limitationP

. . . ., .

we,turn 4to the,profile of the 81 Right to Read participants throughout the state.

(A participant is dafilied 'as an individual whot,participated in one of the two

.
.

-, -,,.

. )

training ptograms and has or'is working on a local Right to Read project., 52 of
.

g. .

1 .

. c..7 ...--

Ehp group arg project directors. at this time.) .

" 0 Wa
1

, 0 .

A, Profilp of State Right to Read Pzirti (Total N 1,-- 81)

.
. .

,,
. .

Table I pres,en.ta-za -allety is df the 12:characteristiCs considered.

4
./a

.

. \

Presqnt Position: Thd groupsingle gro of Righbto Read paiticipants are'
. e.

,

\

\\
.

g ,

elementary school classroom Leachers representi 28.44 of the total group. Claps-
.

room teachers at all levels comprise 42% of the total. The.second largest group,

of Right to Reqd particippntS are nop classroom reading specialists, This classi--

fication is derived from combining such categories as reading diagn6stician,

.

i

.., ,

coordinatdr specialist, Consultant, learning center personnel and 'principal. They
l .1.

4constitute 22.2% of the group. The third largest group (18.5%) are reading instruct'

tors. Generally)speaking these perbons are not confined to a single classroom or'

iOo.

A.?



a single group of stUdeRts,even though they, teach nothing but'ieading. In checking

the project folders of several of these individualS, typically they set thqir own

schedules and several pf them function in quasi-administrativOroles.
4

Years of Experience:'The largest single group.of Right to Read'pa;Iticipants

has three years or less experience a teachers with 21 of the 44 having thatexperi-

ence at the elementary level. _Over half, 54.3%, of the) Right to Read paiticipapts

. Have three years' or less experience in classrooms. The second largest group of

%
icIpants has 'between1,4 and .8 years Qf experience evenly distributed among

, ...,

. A

, lei.emen5ry and high school teaching (13 each) with 1 at thecollege level and 2 in

other educational facilities. This second group accounts for-42% of the Right to
1 4i 1

Read,participants. Only 5 or 6.Z% have 19 to 25 years of experience and'only 2
.

.
%

./16 . have over 25 years of experience. It is interesting to note that most, 8 of 9.of

the "successful" Right to Read project directors,have more than three years of

.
. ,

experience of a varied sort and6 of the 9 have between ten and
ftwenty

years /of':

4 . .
k

..

A ,.

/

experience. In the'group. with over 20,years of experience is found 4 of the 9"least,
... 06. 1._ k

successful directors ". The close re.A..ionship of experience in teaching and age
. .

. .

.
, ,

must be kept in mind when interpretin: these data .

A ,

Years of Experience in the Community: The distributioh of Right to Read parti-
A

ctsdnts in the various categories is relatively even with the exception of the 14 to

ss,

18 year classification. The largest single category is that of 4-8 years accounting

for 26.7% o'f the group.

2

Sex, and MaritalStatus: Right to Read participants are over*helmingly female

'L

and married. 76.57 of the group *female, Given'the population from which Right
a

tolead directors and.participants are recruited, elementary and high school teachers,.

,

,the overrepresentation of fiMaLes is Understandable. 74.1% of the total group is

A
.

.

married..

Age: The distribution of ages is reasonable and onsistent with the career'

..i3attetns of public school professionals. Ili 10 year spa are considered, Ihe age

4

n



3,

grouping gr6 26 to 36 contains one-third of the total group. It should, noted

that 6 of the 9711i't-asuceessful" directors are in the age group from 36 to 46 while

4 othe 9,"least successful"directors ar) Over 50.

Educational Background: 77 of the 81 participants have bachelors degrees and 2

0 A
of the-teacher aids functioning in Right to Read projects have AA degrees. 2 other

-.... ,

persons have some years of college but ho degrees. 53.1% of the group have masters
. , e

I deWes with more than half'of Chem in education and about 35% in liberal arts and
i

,
10 %-in reading. All of the/"successful" directors have masters degrees, and 6 of /

./z
.

the '!9., "1.eait succes` " directors have, the graduate -degree also.

Number of Coursesrses in Reading: 46,9% of the Right to Read participants have 5

f" 1 /
i

or more.couis s in reading while 23.5% Have 1 or none. The rest of the group has

( '''
between 2 and 4 courses in reading. The distribution of number of reading courses

, among the 11 sucessful",and "least successful" directors iS approximately equal.

Media Courses: Most Right to Read participants have had no mor0 than 1 media

.course and only 22.2% Have had three or more. .Again the distribution here parallels

that of the number ofl reading courses among the "successful" and "leaje successf61"

group,

Member ship in Pt':Ofessional Organizations; As a group Right to:Read partici-

pants are professionally active and more than two-thirds of the group belong to

three or four professiona organizations. All of the "successful" Right to Read

`directors belong to.three,or more.professional organizations. Four of the "least

1

successful" belong to no more than one profess ional organization, frequently the, local

teacher Collective bargaining organiiation.I r
Special Skills: More than half of the participants liqed some special set of

ski4s--they perceived, they had. H ever, it slipuld be:noted that 44.4% of,the group

listed done. They claw the6elves as being reading specialjoes, practitioners in

- fine-d performing arts, program dev lopersMedia specialists, etc.. 5 of the 9 "sue-,. ,-
an

cessful" directors perceived themsel es as reading specialists and 3 of the 9 "least
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successful" saw themselves as having no special skills.

Special training: Many of the'Right Co 'Read participants have.had wide training .

.
experiences. in most of the iteWmentioned with the exception of two oi the catagb-

.

ries, "change agent skills" d "public relations." Giver:, the knowledge that Right

to Read is a volunteerl program with_an ,intrinsic reward s'tructure,'these may be

vital categories. Only8 in tfie total group indicated they had training in,"change

agerit s0.1,1s" and nly two checked "public relations." Both catagories have t'suc--

cussful" directors nl
/

;in them and.6 of the 9 "successful" directors'have liad
. .

,.

training in dissemi ation while only one "least successful" director indicates

:trainingLin this ar Successful.ditectors Xended, to shailw moi. varied training ex-
.

tii

periences as evidenced, by a 1 rger total of,number responses than given 56"ileast

successful" diredtors c'

,

B. Comparisons of the "Succeseful" and.the "Leas.t Successful" Dir ctors.
)

ft

10 ,In contrast to the larger grouping of 81, this subgroup contains only project

directors, 18
r

direct9rs among the.55 operational projec The apPlications of the
(I.
r . .

. .

' 9 "successful" and the 9 "least successful" directors ere analyzed in the'saine way

as those 'for the total group. After completing the genergail analysis and working

IP
with the local proje/ct files, it became apparent that there were some distinctive.

.

. /

patterns in the characteristics, of the °successful",17% the. Pleast sucdessful°'

i-,

directors. Again,. aution should be exercised in drawing hard.and fast conclusions

from A total sample of 18. ,

v .

Rather than presenting individual tables for each of the variables it may be

;'

said that the following variables did discriminate among the two groups level

of teaching, years of experience, whether d rectors participated in the January or

,June training programs, number of years itt the community, sex, marital status, age,

.
number of reading course's, number of media courses, and most categoriet of special

/4"
w

training activities. Inspection of the information led to the formulation of the

following assumptions:

115 %-.N.
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1.N Operational Ri ght to Read partial ants tend to be non classJobni teachers,

that Is, pto fessioralls who are not tied to a self-contained classroom for

the entire woAing day.

2.° "Successful" directors will'tepq..to be non classroom teachers.

3. "Successful" directors will tend to have a higher educational level than
1 .

the "least successful" directors.

i'4111111* * .

S, 4

4. "Successful"'direators will belong to more professional organizations
. .

,

.,

tan the "leads successful" directors.
...

.

Sucqessful" directors will perceive themselves as reading specialists

.moreoften.than "least successful"'ones will:,

M1

6. "Successful" directors, will have porb training in adminia4Ation than will

the "least. successful:' directois:

7. Operational participants and successful directors tend £4 be in districts

".

with few poverty level families.

Tests of significance we perfe"tmed.to evaluate the accuracy'of the assump-

tius. Tables l2 through 7 indica'te the results of the analysis. Chi squate tests ,

were utiliied because of their applicability, to noillinal data. A correction for

Continuity was employed in all of the tests since the data were categorized in

2 x 2 contingency tables. The correction s especially appropriate as 5 of the 6

,
0

tables contained small expected frequencies.
\

,
i.

In examining the application blanks of trainees who dropped out of the programs

.

early on or who did

,

niat.start a project, it was noted that many of these dropouts

ere self-contained classroom teachers. Table 2 presents a comparison
A
of local

,4

e. p rticipants who are or are not classroom teachers and details whether their pro-.

c

..

is

grmsare currently in operation. Of the total group of 34 classroom teachers,. 15

of the 34, either never started programs or dropped out of Ole program shortly after

the training period.
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Table 2: A. Comparison of Local Directors,(N=81) Who Are or Are NotClassroom
.Teachersapol Whether Their Programs Are Currently in OReration..

Programs
in Operation o

-Programs,Note
, in Operation

Clasroom'
Teaehers

Not Classroom
Teachers .

19
[

i

.
.

' 41
,

( .15, -

60

.21

.., 34 , 47 81 N

p .

. . r

i
'obtained x2 value df Level of Significance

8.53 p

The level of significance supports the first assumption that in all probability

non classrooni personnel have9a better chance of operationalizing'a localRight to

Read program, other things being equal.

The second assumption concerning successful and less, successful directors

and classroom or non classroom positions was not supported as indicated in Table 3.

Table 3: A'Comparison'Between Local Directors Who Are Successful (N=9)

or.Unsucdessful (N=9)and heir Present Positional

Classroom
Teachers .

Not. '

clasatOo
Teacherpc

6 ,

,

4

3 J

.

5
..,

9 9.

. Obtained Chi Square value Level of Significance

2.25 ....../ N.S.

,

1,0

8,

18

1. For Tables 2 and,S, all of the tests utilized a correctioti, for continuity

and were one-tailed.

0

117
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A.

The third assumption concerning the educational 1 Vel of Right to Read directors

while not supported at the .05_1evel seems to merit further investigation. As Table

4 indicates a trend toward significance is present but not conclusive.

J

,Table 4: College Degree Held by Successful And Least Successful Directors

BA

MA

.0

0 .

7
. 3

° J.

9'9

.
.

6

9

3 .

15

18

A

Obtained Chi Square value 'Level of Significance
,

p .C.15

.

A trend toward significance:is present since the. table value for the .10

la
. level (one-tailed) is 1.64.

The professidnal activity of Right t6 Head 'directors is examined in Table 5.

Apparently, "successful" Right to- Read directors are significantly more professional-

ly active than the "least successful" grobp of directors at the .05 level. This

assumption is corroborated by information in the project filesof the "successful';

directors where one finds evidenCe of participation in professional meetings/, pre -

sentations and continued professional'developmentr
0

Table 5: Number of Memberships in Professional Organizations by Successful and
.

Least Successful Directors

3 or more

2 orAess

9 5

.

0 , 4-

9

14

4

9 18

Obtained Chi Square value Level of'Simificance

,2.89 11E3 p=.05 1
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The analysis of the fifth assumption concerning whether ,the perceptiolesa

self as a reading specialist discriminated between "successful" and "least Suc-

cessful" directors is-shown in Table 6. Again the results of the anlysis is. not

highly significant, however the variable merits further study, for the data indi-
.

cate a trend in the direction stated in the assumption.
. 0

Table 6: Perceptions as Reading Specialists by "Successful" and "Least Successful"'

Directors

YES

NO

Successful Unsuccessful
1

5 1

..

4

/6.

8
I

..

9

6

.12

Obtained Chi Square value Level of Significant

2.25 " p < .10

18

The sixth assumption probably did not receive a completely fair test. The data

were taken from the category called Organizational and Administrative Strategies.

Directors were asked to check the category if they had had some training in the Area.

However, there area number of other categories'in the list which'encompass adminie.

strative skills. It`Seemed from an inspection of the files nethe successful direc-

tors that,they either had training in or experiences with organizing and co-ordinating

programs. However as Table 7 reveals the analysis of the information presented on

46

pl4ation Blanksdid'not prove to be significant in distinguishing between
I

cessful and Least Successful".
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Tab,le 7: Training in Administration of,Successful an&T.4easViiabessful birectbrs

\
UnsuccesSful

YES

NO

Suddessful

5

4

9

Obtained Chi Square value

3

6

9 18

Level of Significance
a

.225 N.S.

The last assumption remains to be verified. At this writing. information con-

.

cerning the socioeconomic and poverty level Of the districtf housing R4ght to Read

projects has not been made available. We anticipate the data and an analysis

will be available withinbtwo. weeks. The rationale for phealmption is based on

inspection of the files of the successful projects and On the,volug ary nature of

the program. '

, . /
,

c

After reviewing All of the above, the question must be asked, What characteristics,
4

within this finite group, should a candidate for the Right to Read Rfogram possess?

What does a successful Right to Read director look like? OUr analyses "seem to indi-

cate that the successful directors have the following characteristics given the li-
.

. mitations of the analyses.

1. They are febales betwee t e ies of 36 and 46.

.. ( , .
4..

,
.

2. They may be married or singl (One-third of the successful female

,
, "direotOrs were tingle) ,

%,'
lived3. They have lived in their ommunities for 15 to 20 years.

1/

4. They,are aetive in a varitty of professional organizations, at least one

of which is related to'reading.

5. They perceive themselves as reading special'sts and may have, but do not have

to have, training in.th4 area of read ng.

12.0



6. They have a masters degree;, usually in education, with a wide variety of

o.her training experiences communpation; human relations, organrza-

tional and administrative skills, dissemination tecy.ques and program

delielopment experiences.,

7. They have 8 or more years of experience in elementary schools teaching on

a variety of levels and their job changes are viewed aspromotions in, the

career ladder.

. .

8. They are currently functioning as nen
r
classroom elementary role specialists,

+ally in reading. That is, they are more mobile during/Ahe day than the

. i

.
. e

self-contained classroom teacher.
. -.1a..0 .i...

,

9. They have or perceive that they have the support of the administration of
o

their school or district and are well known in the community:

10. They are employed in districts in which the majority of the students 'Ate

above the poverty level. Consequently the district is affluent enough to

afford the cost of replacing the participant during the training perio .

This is by no-means an exhaustive list of the characteristi s which can _is-

tinguish "successful" from "unsuccessful" directors. There are other variables.

which are difficult to measure, but which the State Right to Read staff feels are

crucial. Its an attempt to get a handle on things like motivation and commitment

and ability to command resources, the revised Application Blank asks questions about

/'----- 'the number of hours an individtal is prepared to spend each week op the program.

.
.

/

o

However, this is a self rep rt form with no formal sanctions ifilph,promises are not

dikept., It is bur suggesti that some consideration be given to an external reward "

0
structure to provide extrinsic motivation for participants in local prograMs.

Finally, we recommend that the'selection committee find or devise another

instrument to assess applicants. The analysis of the form currently in use revealed

that it did not discriminate among operational and non operational participants or

"successful" or "least successful" directOrs. In fact an analysis of the evaluation
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,forms for the directars!.Subgroup revealed that the "least successful" directors

wete rated as better candidates than the "successfu " ones. Our final report will

provide addttional insights into the selection process.

III. Summary. of the Evaluation of Training Sessions for Phase, I and Phase II groups

Two trainingwsessions, each foilr weeks in duration, were conducted by the state

Right to Read staff tn conjunction With consultaqts and other members of the State

Office of Education. The first training sdssioll.wds conducted in-January, 1974 and
1, f

0. .
a

will be referred to in this report as the Phase Dtraining session; the second was

.
-,-

held in July of the same year and will be referieeto as Phase II. The agendas of

L
both training sessions were content analyzed, and classified into eight broad cate-s

gories. A frequency count and attendant percentage's are shown in Table 8 for each ,

of the categories.

The categories are:

1., Group dynamics, communications, interpersonal relations, conflict manage-

ment.

2 Needs Assessment and Planning

3. Trends in Right to Read programs, nationally, regionally and locally, formal

0

-
training in reading skills at various levels - all items dealing with

reading as a content area

4. Staffing arrangements and attitudes adjustment - orientation oflstaft
4 A !

and how to recruit staff
0

:

5. Field based notivitied - Advisory Councils, Community action programs, etc.

6. Management anatOrganization of Right to Read programs

--..

7 Assessment,and Evaluation

8. Demonstration activities. - practical experiences of other,Right to Read

persbds and projects - largely small group sessions~

In interpreting this information, i should be remembered., that the analysis

2

0.

0 '
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is.based on the formal agendas of the t _programs and on the responses to an evalua-

tion instrument given by the staff at periodic intervals during the course oethe
0

1

two sessions. The Roosevelt Evaluation Team also conducted telephone interviews

with about 9 (15%) of the current Right to Read directors, three "successful"

ones, three "least successful" ones and three selected at random from each of the

three areas. We asked 5Hquestions. The comments are summarized on pages

There were no differences in the tone and content of thA comments from "successful"

vs "lease successful" directors.

The mal.q slifferences in the Content of the two training sessions were:

1. -Phase I devoted one whole week to Interpersonal Relationships and Commu-

,nication in what seemed to be an awareness training format. The work-
."

shop was conducted by a group of outside consultants Ifrom -a local universi-

ty and didnot'involve state staff members. Phase II t topic was

covered in two half-day sessions by the state agency staff.

2. In Phase I, one week was devoted to sessions on Community In olvement and

Adult Education, again largely, conducted by outside consultants and other

state agency personnel. In the Phase II session, the information \tp this

aspect of the program was divided into sevAral sessions during the four

week period and was handled largely by state agency staff with a few e'en-
.

sultarits.

3. The Phase II session featured many more activities concerned with reading

problem diagnosis, and treatment at various ,grade and age levels.

The evaluation forms distributed Le participants by the staff covered eight

broad areas:
ale

1. Relevance of information 4; General format 7.'' Overall quality

2. Interest of participants 5. Leadership 8. Comments

3. Opportunity, for Interaction 6. Resource Material Provided

The response categories might be considered to be a,4 point scale, with 1 being

low and 4 being high. Generally speaking, for both Phase I and II, the ratings were

44
\
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uniformally high.averagin between 3.5 and 4 on all items. The difficulty with the
.

instrument was that it was not specificoenough to provide feedbackThlit tontent

categories of the twining sessions. Consequently, we analyzed the comments on each

of the instruments. It should be noted that not all participants made comments.

A summary of these comments may be found on pages 16-20.

The telephone survey of 9,directors was an attempt to get a kind of reality

check on the applicability of various aspects of the program. We asked that directors

respond to the following questions:

1. In which way the training Program help prepare you to function as a

local Right to Readdirec dr?

2. In which way, if any, was the program limited?

3. In future training programs what aspects would you like to see retained?

4. Which aspects,would you like to see omitted?

5. Other comments.
12Z

The responses are shown On pages 21-22.

Additional work is required before a summative evaluation of the effectiveness

of the training programs on field based activities can be assessed. However, it

seems clear that most participants agree on the following:

1. The state Right to Read staff and others from the Office of Education

were highly motivated, enthusiastic and effective trainers.

2. Trio much material was presented in too little time without the opportunity

to practice the skills and knowledge acquired in the actual setting.

3. Most directors indicated that they wanted mare time to work on their plans'

during the sessions for when they went back to work there would be little

time do so.

4. Directors indicated they wanted more "how to" activities which 6uggests that

management and co-ordination ski4l sessions might be useful.,

1.23
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L

RIGHT TO READ
TRAINING PROGRAM FOR LOCAL. COORDINATORS

-Right to Read Training Program -1st 2nd 3rd 9th )week I

..\,

t

r
(I.p.

1.
. . 1

I?lease indicate the extent to which you feel lhat the session warms'
addressed to an area of informatiorip(rtinent to the development of

i

Ia local Right to Read program .--

i

Great'Need
Some Need
.Little Need
No Need

2. Interest of the participants

' 18

' Great Interest 21 ,

Some Interest 7--
Little Interest
No Interest , r

, IOportunity for interaction discussion

4. General format

I

5. Leadership

Too long
About right
Too short

33
X

Excellent 13,

Good

Fair 7--
Poor

Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor

6. Resource Material providt,

:Excellent
-,Good

Fair
Poor

14 1

1.2i)

./
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7.
)
Overall quality .1

-1i8-

Excellent/ )14
Good 9

N Fair
Poor 4

O. COMMENTS

J Strengths

Weaknesses
,

Suggestions

tb,

0

..
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Strengths -
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Fourth Week Evaluation -

- Linda, Mamie, Nancy, Sue, Al'Smith - One fantastic job on your part.
4

- Tom Springer consulting on plap. 4

Linda - consulting on plan.
Time to share together RightIo Read plans - the process of developing

the plan.

- Nancy Htiddleston and Mamie very pleasant and iobjective.
- Judy Overturf was excellent - good organized and relevant.
- "Tom Wheat was very helpful in giving prospective concerning plans

for Right to Read.

- Participants were very helpful in giving tangible evidence of
workable.plans.

- Mr. Clinton's philosophy very inspirational! He is a real humane person
with practical ideas to offer solutions.

- Individual help given to write plans was excellent.
- Information concerning Title programs and money available to dijtrict.:(2)
- Suggested forms for-plan. vit -

Showing.us that to.get something done we need,somet definite things
written down.

- The workshop overall has been a very enjoyable, worthwhile experience
- People were absolutely the best part - such terrific consultants.
- Spirit

(e
veryone has shown the program.

- Wonderful.
= Individual interaction.
- IndividuarattentiOn.
- Dr. Tom Wheat.
- Leadership outstanding.
- Flexible Schedule.
- Room conditions much better.
- Availability of experts in planning.
- Information very helpful, presented clearly Snd questions answered

thoroughly and honetly on Thursday by'the Office,of the Superintendent df
Public Instruction people concerning Title Program. 9

- Good ideas frOm Dr. Springer and Dr. Brown in individual conference and
. small groups. .

- The entire four week program can be considered highly successful.'

3



Fourth Week Evaluation (cont'd)

Weaknesses .

- Too much pressure and tension on Monday.
- Group should have been better prepared for. dates.
- Too many generalities and questions overted or negative insinuations

by a couple of speakees.
- 'Too\little time for the most important phase of the workshop.
- SoMe of the largelgroup presentations were weak. 1

e
- Need bbnciete suggestions of ways to recruit adults"for adult

reading classes.
- Too much in too short of time.
- Perhaps some of actual planning could be worked'in during 2nd, 3rd,, Week

as well as the lAt.
- Perhaps we could have given more of ouselves toDr. Wheat's classes had

they been fitted into daily sessiws. 44t was difficult after a long
day to be "alert/bright" until,la?eevening. lw'

- Need a foundation, 'example, on which :to build our individual plan.
- Need more time in which to formulate plan.

Suggestions -

- Would like the writingspipead out over four weeks.
- Send out blank calendar to participants prior to arrival.
- Let's all get together soon! (We're devising a needs assessment and 4

program plan for our social get togethers in the future).
- Would it be possible to have the planning 'session - and writing of the

plan in the third week, instead of fourth week and have Al Smith's.
AK, -session the fourth week.

- Please expose'participants to people who have tangible things to offer -

but who remain open to ideas and questions.
- Questions can be handled in the spirit they are given - as a speaker

of information - without "put down',: or personal undermining. We need
always to be open and receptive - when handling "buzzal-d questions

- Begin 1st objective. during the second week of four week session.
- Begin work on actual writing of plans soonei'. Allow participants to work

at their own pace, in other words personalize your approach for ttie
partiCipants, the same as you expect them to go hack aid individualize
learning.

- If possible have people who have successful adult community reading programs
present or outlined to tell how they were able. to recruit adult
participants, who needed reading help.

- An outline of possible ways to write up needs assessment plans might be
given the week before for participants to look over so that some ideas
mitht come to their minds concerning their own situations before the
teaching sessions begin - perhaps theylcould more easily fit their communities
into one of the suggested outlines.

129-
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Fouith Week Evaluation (cont'd)

4

,

Cut the time spent on reading leaching-present successful Right to Read, ,
programs presently in, operation. Have previous Right to Read participants
talk about assessment plans and prtYcedures after, om Springer has presented
formally these pr edures. Starts these much earlier so we cam be thinking
working, revising a d compiling,, _

- Tike group pictures a end'of program.(.'
- Copy Right to Read song ,and mail to participants.

,...,

- Kndw it's impossible but 'would like to spend another week together after*
we get the program.roqing.

.

- Parking space at St. Nicholai lkould at helpful.
. - I would like to see an agenda-which wouldAntToduce steps in programming

over aperiod of the first two we s.

- No 'more Li weeks in a row. (When p rticipants are asked to-come they,.
shouldhave a better idea of what is expected when they leave.).

- Presentplan strategy earlier in the training session, then we'd have
skeleton on which we could hang resources presented. We'd also have
idea of type of questions we need to ask pf resource consultants.

- Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction people should talk
about Title programs. 0

- It would be helpful to have one or two copiesof plans,from former
,Right to Read participants for each new participant to "rework to ,use
in their own community. _

1
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I

SummartiComments from Phone' Interviews with Nine Local Right to Read,
Direc oncerAin13 their Training 'Program - "Successful" and "Least Successful"

1

1. In,which w4y did the training program help repare you to a

' local R2R director? r
.'

It provided help in the following ways:
. A.

'Further developed my skills in working with people
Writing time-line for activities, objectives
Defining the pioblem areas we sight meet, gave us a rationale for dealing

,with them, e.g., an antagonistic person
'Gave examples of community programs (e.g. preschool, volunteer grandmothers)
How to set up advisory council
How to get resources
How to find people in community who needed help IA reading, e.g. how to use

the media, how to_conduct screening
Gave comprehensive reading skillwbackground

' Positive aspect of having training program interrupted gave you a. chance to
go back and apply what you've learned
How to train pqople as tutors
How to survey community and school system--its needs and resources

'Gave chance to study intently
Gave'charigwto work with other people who had the same situation
Enlightened-oneon availabe materials that could be used

.Made me, aware of some of the things other directors were ,doingtin their
programs
Gave one a boost to go ahead and try some of the things I. learned with my
own tudents
Familiarized you with techniques for

A
mbrking with parent volunteers

Gave different ways of organizing' groups, e.g. older children work with
younger ones
Learning about testing

2. In which ways, if any, was the program limited?

Few of the resource people were poorly selected- -did not have ability to
convey ideas about )621ding and literacy skills
Need to know more about what's going on in the state about other good
reading programs
Trying tQ find the time to use what you've learned

(3 indicated "none")

(

3. In future training programs what aspects would you like to see retained?

Working on your program plan
Exam14; of local community programs from people involved in them

Smal oup'interpersonal skills sessions
How. to work with specific groups, e.g. P.T.A., Literacy Volunteers of
America .

How to survey community and school to find strong points so that you can

work on weak points

0
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to

Most of it -- not much excess in any of it la

In general keep the program but involve more people from downstate area
.Being ;together for long periods 6f time ' '

Bringing in local community people
Taking:Us to local R2R. sites
Small discussion groups
Retain all aspect -- need a comprehensive background in reading

4. Which aspects would you like to see omitted

Should not have too many day and night,sessione

(8 indicated "none")

-5. Other comments:

State agency staff was enthusiastic, planned ell, worked hard

Should have less emphasis on interpersonil sk 'lls

Program was. real great -- would lake it on Oistrict-wide basis
More peOple should have been giyen the opportunityxo participate

Faculties,were not the greatest When ve moved froth a moll to an older

hotel
Emphasize .how to ,acquire materials, and how,Ito use them

Very profitable growth experience

10/17/75

V

it.

VI

0
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5. There'is little in'either program which shows directors how to go about

ev41gatillg their programs. This we feel should belpuilt into tAe training

activities.

6. Most direCtors interviewed indicated that periodic refreslier, sharing and

I .q,s.

.k

correction w9uld be useful.
4

Feedback from the State agency was
.

sought on a more systeMatic basis. N

Again we stress the tentativeness **hese findings and hope this proves useful
0

to those involved in Phase III training episodes. If additional specific informa-

tion is needed for program planning, please-conact us.

r,

. 3
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Activities for Proposal Objective A:

Activity Completion Date Documentation

1) Completed review of
State Right to Read
Plans from past three
years.

September 25

Outline of taxonomies.:

ti

2) Completion of construc-
tion of initial set pf
taxonomies from R2R ob-
Sectimes and activities.

September% 30

Initial taxonomies.

*35 Completion of analysis
based on first inspec-
tion of file data.

October 6

Data summary.

4.

4) -Completion of.revisdd
set of "area's of data

collection."

October 20

Set of data collect,ion

"areas.",
r

5) Completion of revised

set of taxonomies for
classification of data.

ail

\ 6) Completio of data col-
lection d coding,

7) Necessary additionhl
collection of datapr
revisions of procedures.

Set of taxonomies.
October" 20

(
Data summary with codes.

November 14

December 23
Revisions.

8) Completion of data sum-
mary and interpretation. January 8

Descriptive data.

9) Comploted Narrative. January 30

PERT Chart of above activities

Written report.

2
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l

Activities for Proposal Objective B:

Activity
f
,

Completion Date Documentation

0
1) Completion of analysis of local

,

agency data.
r (

. ,

November 14,1975

.

Data (computer print-'
out). .

\ ,

,2) Completion of identification of
elements for R2R Program. October 30,. 1975

Outline of possible
elements of R2R Effort.

\ ,

\

3) Completion\of interpretation
0
of

local agency data.

.,

December 30, 1975

,

.

Analysis.

4) Completed cans ruction of Evalua
Instrument for assessing °dimple-

tion''of objectives and activities
of lodal R2R Projects.

Octobek 3a, 1975

.

.
_

Instrument. .,

5) Completed assessment of R2R
krojects.with respect to the
Criteria of Excellence. , ,

(data from self report draft)

-,

DeceMber 30, 1975 Data Summary.

.

6) Completion of statistical re-
port and narrative of current
statli of R2R, efforts.

.

March 28, 1976
,

i

.

parrative and Statisti-
cal Report

PERT chart of the 'above activities

sr
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Activities for Proposal Objective C:

Activity -,Y--- . Completion Date
I p

Documeftation

, .

1) Computer programs applying
Discrepancy Evaluation
Model will have been
located.

.

September 20

2) Copies of programs
obtained (above). September 23 Hardware Assessment.

3) dtrrent R2R efforts
011 have been ex-
plained by contac-
ting agent.

September 27

-.

, .

Hardware Assessment.

-

..

4) Current methods of repor-
ting reviewed and discussed.

%

*

September 28 Minutes of Conferences.

5) Decision made concerning
computer program to be
used, adapted, or.written.

October 9
Letter to contracting
agent.

6) Completion of development
of data coding, storage,
and updating system.

,October 20 System.
,

7) Computer program written
or adapted. (preliminary

version).
, - -,

----

I. .

November 3

, .

.
.

Preliminary program.

t

-
.

9) Entire system finalized
and debugged: November 19

-

Completed program.

9) Development completed of
user's manual for com-
puterized system.

Decerber 5
Manual.

PERT Chart of above activities

0 0
137



Activities for Proposal Objective D:

Activities Completion Date
....

'0.

Documentation
.

1) Completion 'of review of,,

the state Right to Read'
Plan.

September 25, 1975 TaxohoMy prepared.

,

2) CompletiOn of review of
previous implemehtation
process.

.

September 30, 1975
. Elements Coded For
Taxonomy.

3) CompAted analysis of
data for Training Pro-
gram. ,

1

.

October , 1975 pata.

4) Completed analysis of
data.forField Program. October 20 , 1975 Data.

5) "Completion of prelimi-
nary analysis of above
data.

, October 22 , 1975

.

Data. .

6) Discrepancy andiyiis
completed for Training
Program in terms of ob-
jectives.

k

October-' 23: 1975

.

Report of analysis.

.

7) Completion of evaluation
of current process of im-
plementation of R2R Train-

ing program ',

OctObei 31,1975 Interim narrative ..

report and recammen-
tions

8) Completed development of
Selection Model fOr R2R
directors.

.

, ..

October 30,1975
.

.

Narrative of Model.
,.

9) Completed set of recomben-
daticns for alternative
avenues for reaching
objectives.

March 3 1976
Final report and

Recommendations.
.

PERT Chart of above activities
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ELEMENT TAXONOMY FOR RI(HT TO READ

1.1.1.3.3.2.

1.1.1.3.3.3.

1.1.1.3.3.4.

Element Description

Planning

R2R Program Compon

Federal Leve

Liaison Activities

Budg tzlry Matters

'St.'. te Level.

Liaison Activities

Budgetary Matters

/ Annual Planning Activity

Local Level

Liaison Activities

Budgetary Matters

Annual Planning Activity!

Deyelop p an or first year of advisory

council ac viti:es.' !

I

Select pricrety objec$ives And activ-
ities for advisory council's first year.

Develop objectives toi be accomplished in

the local, R2R Program (yearly goals).

Identify constraints in accomplishing
objectives .of locillR2R Program.

Pinpoint alternative solutions to the
accOmplishmentiof each objective and '

select most appropriate solution-based
upon constraints.

1.1.1.3.3.6.- Develop an implementation plan for local

R2R Program.

1.1.2. Needs of Community

1.1.2.1. Design .training program based' upon needs and

assessment information.
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Element Code Element Description

1.1.2.1.1. Develop goals and objectives.

111.2.1.2. Design program activities and from agendas.

1.1.2.1.3. Develop and collect necessary materials.

1.1.2.1.4. Locate ,program site, develop the learning
environment, and'schedule,sessioa.

1.1.2.1.5.

1.1.2.1.7.

Defining he icommoupity to be served.

Suggestions and recommendations for revi-
sion of 'program plans.

Compile list of^organizations apdtOr pope a -,
. tion segments representative of the'community
to serve on advisory council.

1.1.2.2. Design service programs bised upon needs and
resources assessment information.

Develop goals-and objectives

Design program' activities and agendas.
/

1.1.2.2.3. Develop and collect necessary materials.
I

1.1.2.2.4. Locate program activity site, develop the
4 learning environment, and schedule sessions.

1.1.3. Needs of Schools

N
1.1.4. Systems ofAssessment and Evaluation

1.1.4. Foimative - State of the Art
Assessments

"4

1.1.4.1.1. Historical Overview

1.1.4.1.2: Development ofa Instruments

1.1.4:1.2.1. Self Report Instrument

1.1.4.1.2.2. Pre-Test Instrument FormatiOn

Post Test Instrument Formation

L

1.1.4.1.3.1.

Goal Assessment,

Short Range

Long Range

1.1.4.1.4. (space)

1.1.4.1.5. Training Program Periodid Assessment and Use;



1

Element Code

1.1.4;2.

1.1.4.2.1.

1.1.4.2.2.1.

1.1.4.2.2.2.

1.1.4.2.2.3.

1.1.4.2.3.

1.1.4.2.3.1.

1.1.4.2.3.2.

1.1.4.2.3.3.

4
1.1.4.3.

-133-

Element Description

Development of Local Agency Evaluation Tools

Survey Instruments

Establish guidelines for kind of infor-
mation to be obtained in assessment.

`Determine what person and/or groups will
be surveyed.

Determine the methods to be used in the

.assessment.

Local-Needs Assessment

Phase I

Phase II

Phase III.

Local Resources Assessment

Phase I '

Phase II

Phase III

Investigation of Certification Requireents

1.1.4.3.1. Pre-,Servic%Activities

1.1.4.3.2. In-Service Activities

1.1,4.4. Volunteer Tutor Programs

1.1.4.4.1. Design for Evaluation

1.1.4.4.1.1. Literature ReView

1.1.4.4.1.2. Design for Survey Instruments

1.2. Formal Training

1.2.1. Orientation Meetings

Training Workshops

1.2.2.1. Techniques of Teaching Reading - Volunteer needs

-,

'1.2,2.1.1. Pre-Service

1.2.2.1.2. In-Service

1.2.2.1,3. Pre-Service and In- Service

1 4 2



Element Code

1.2.2.2.

1:2.2.3.

1.2.2.4.

1.2.2.4.1:

1.2.2.4.2.

1.2.2.5.

1.2.2.6.

1.2.2.9,

1.2:3.

1.2.3.1.

1.2.3.2.

1.2.3.3.

1.2.4.

1.3.

1.3.1.

1.3.1.1.

1.3.1.1.2.

1.3.1.1.a.s

1.3.2.

1.3.2.1.

1,3.2.2.

1.3.2.3,

1.3.3.
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Element Description

National, state, and local R2R efforts.

Recent trends in reading and literacy: pre-
, school - adult.

Communication skill techniques - staff needs.

Group Process Training

Media Servi es

Ways to Assess' ommunity Needq

Strategies for planning community literacy
programs.

The community_ literacy prbgram assessment
process.

Program Planning Techniques

Development and Work with Advisory Councils

Offering of Mini Workshops

Volunteer Reading Prograims

Tutor Programs

Cooperative Efforts

Individualized Activities'

Stiffing Arrangements

'State Level

R2R Staff

R2R Coordinator

Superifitendent

Section Director

Local Level

Directors'

Advisory Council

Task Forces

Staffing Activities



Element Code

1.3.3.1.

1.3.3.2.

1.3.3.3.

Element Description,

Contact person playing significant role'in
each organization and population segment,re.-
questing names of possible advisory council

representatives.

Obtain a vita from each person nominated.

Obtain approval of the initial nomination's and

final advisory council membership list,from the

governing body'of the local education agency.

1.3.3.4. Select staff oT volunteer resources to be used

for completing the assessment.

1.3.3.5. Identify task force(s) for dissemination

' activities.

1.3.3.6. Recruit and select needed personnel for, con -

,a ducting programs. .

Field Based Activities

Consulting Activities

TrainingActivities

"i

1.4.2.1. .(space)

1.4.2.2. (space)

1.4.2.3. Conduct the Service Program (clients are community,

People such as students:. receivers of reading

skills).

1.4.3. Data Gathering Activities

1.4.3.1. Field test 'instruments for validity. (

1.4.3.2. Conduct needs assessment survey and compile

results.

1.4.3.3. Conduct rfischtees assessment and compile

results.'

`;.

1.4.4. Adult Programs

1.4.4.1. Adult education classes

1.4.4.2. Adult tutoring

1.4.5. Instructional Activities

1.4.5.1.
1

Tutoring

1.4.6. Follow up on training workshops

1.4,7. Implementation activities

144
111

4



Element Code

1:4.7.1.

1.5.

1.5.1.1.2.2.

1.5.1.1.2.3.

4

1.5.1.1.3.

1.5.2.

1.5.2.1.

1.5.2.1.1.

1.5.2.1.2.

1.5.2.1.3.

1.5:2.1.3.1.

1.5.2.1.4.

1.5.2.1.5.

1.5.2.l.6.

1.5.2.1.7.

1.5.2.1.8.

1.5.2.1.9.

1.5.2.2.

1.5.2.2.2.

1.5.2.2.3.

1.5.2.2.3.1.

0,
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Element Description

Annual R2R Plan

Management and Coordination of R2R

Directing Council, Arrangements
141.

Advisory Council Matters

Selection of Members

Holding Meetings

Plan and conduct the first meeting of
the'Advisory Council.

Plan and conduct
the Advisory Coun

Plan and conduct

the second meeting of
cil.

subsequent Advisory
Councilikctivities.

Establish task forces as needed. .

Coordinating'AY1 Intra- and Inter-Agency Cooperation

Intra-Agency Cooperation

Adult and Continuing Education'

Assessmeht and Evaluation Planning

Research,

Identify available sources of funding or
assistance.

Community Relations

Title I, ESEA'

Certification

4 HData Services

Publications/Graphics

Placement of Participants

Inter-Agency Cooperation

14'6

Department of Corrections

Department of Children and Family Services

Other state agencies within Illinois

School Approval Agencies

4



Element Code

1.5.2.2.4.

1.5.2.2.5.

1.5.2.2.6.

.1.5.2.2.7.

1.5.3.

1.5.3.1.

1.54.3.

1.5.4.

1.5.4.1.

1.5.4.2.

1.5.4.3.

1.5.4.4.

1.5.4.5.

1.5.4.6.

-137 -

Element Description

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction

Other state ,educatiou agencies.

U.S. Office of Education

Fre-School, Elementary, Secondary

Respon iveness to Outside Agency Controls

Consu tation to Local Agencies

,Self_Co rection Activities

Othei

Maintaining Ad ciliate Support System Arrangements

wt

Continued Fun tibning of State R2R Advisory

Council

Coordinating Refunding Activities '

Develop Plan for Obtaining Funds

Solicit State Legislation Support.

Mobilize Support of ()Aside Groups

Obtaining internal and grass roots support

and approval.

4 1.5.4.7. Support from Superintendent of Instruction.

1.5.4.8.

0

1.5.4.9.

1.5.5.

.k.5.5.1.

1.5.5:2.

1.5.5.3.

1.5.5.4.

1.5.6.

1.5.6.1.

1.5.6.2%

1.5.6.3.

I.4

Recognizing Contributions.

Design follow up activities

Development of Selection Model (LEA Clients)

Recruitment

Selection of Participants

Assessment of Applicants

Volunteer Programs

Other

'Dissemination and Demonstration

Evaluative,Instruments

Recruitment and Replacement Materials

/

Dissemination of program information concern-

ing R2R

A



Element Code

1.5.6.3.1.

1.5.6.3.2.

1.5.6.4.

1.5.6.4.1.

1.5.6.4.2..

.1.5.6.5.

1.5.6.6.

1.5.7.3.

J./

1.5.7.4.

1.5.7.5.

1.5.7.6.

1.5.7.7.

1.5.7.8.

1

1.5.7.8.1. Development of Objectives
7 -

1.5.7.8:2. Strategy

1.5.7.8.31
1

Agenda

/ 1.5.7.8.4. Model for Tutor Training
,

1.5.7.8.5. bocumentation

1.5.7.8.6. Announcements

1.5.7.8.7.
., Visitation Reports

1.5.8. Written Reports Disseminated

-138 -

Element Description

Advisory Council Mintites

Needs and resources information

Media Services

Announcements, Guidelines,.Regulations for R2R

Inform members of their Advisory Coundil
appointment.

Disseminate membership to mass media.

Dissemination of information concerning Literacy
Volunteers of America Tutor Program-for Adults

Dissemination to Other States, R2R Materials

Conferences

Other -

Development of Materials

Training Materials - Group

,Individualized Training Materials

Development of Manuals

Development of Advisory Council related

Development of Criteria of Excellence

Criteria for Evaluation

\)R2

<7N
R Local Agency Criteria for Proposal Writing

Development of Model for Pre-Service and In-
Service Training for Tutors.

materials.

147
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Element Code Element Description

1.5.8.1.

1.5.8.2.
.

1.5:8.3. .

1.5.8.4.

teaaing and Writing ObjNtives

Develop LiteracyLearningActiviiies
A

%

News Releases and Publicity

Develop1Proposals
.L.

k..

1.5.8.4,1. Obtaining funding guidelines and regulaiiond.

1.5.8.4.2. Assess appropriateness of available grafts.

1.5.8.4.3. Select particiiiiiits to develop proposal. .

1.5.8.4.4. Prepare Proposal

1.5.8.40. Submit Proposal,

1.5.8.5. Projected Plans (Construction of)

1.5.8.6. Plans of Individial Accomplishments

1.5.8.7, Needs and ces.Assessment Results

1.5.9. Monitoring Local P grams

1.5.9.1. Visitations and Reports

L

1.6 Product Evaluation.and Assessment

1.6.1. Instrument Development

1.6.1.1. Participa6kNteds and Resources Assessment

1.6.1.2. Self Evaluation;Form: Criteria of Excellence

,1.6.2. Formative Product

1.6.2.1. State of the rt"Papers

1.6.2.1.1. Monitor progress of program participanti.

1.6.2.3., Completed Dis'semitation

1.6.2.4. Monthly Reports, of Progress

1.64.5. Project Director's Annual Reports

1.6.2.5.1. Evaluation of.ecomplishments and objectives.

1.6,2.6. Needs and Resources Results and Program Plan.

1.6.2.6.1. Write report of the inventory of literady

needs.

1.6.2.6.2. Write report of the Inventory of literacy. ,

resources.
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.Element Code Element Description

1.6.2.6.3, Write an interpretive summary describing
needs and resources of the .community and
offering recommendations for future activ-
ities.

From interpretive summary, identify duplica-
tion of effort and gaps in service presently
being.provi.ded.

Advisory Council Task FOrce Reports and
Activities .

1.6.2.9,

1.6.3.

1.6.3.1.

1.6,3.1.1.

1.6.3.2.

1.603.3..

1.6.3.4.

Reports for National and State R2R Office

Design and Conduct Evaluation of Wocshop
Training

Summative Products

Fihal Reports

Effectiveness, of Programs

Final Recommendations

External Evaluations

Other ',

i4)



Individual J
Code

2.1, 4

2.2 .

2.2.1.

2.2.2.

2.2.2.1.

2.2%4.

2.2.5:

2.2.51.

2.2.6.

2.2.7.

2.3.

2.3.1.

2.3,1.1.

2.3.1.2.

2.3.1.3.

2.3.1.5

2.3:2.

2.3.2.1.

2.3.2.2.

2:3.2.2.1,

2.3.2.2.2.

2.3.3.

2.3.3.1.

-141-

2. INDIVIDUAL TAXONOMY

Individual Description,

Federal'R2R Agents

State R2R Agents (and contractors)

Administrators

4, Education Specialists

Media Specialists

Trailers (including contractors)

Evaluators (inculding cOntractord)

Advisory Council

Task Force. Memk-ers

State Agency Resource Personnel

Other

L'ocal'Project Agents

PrOfessional Staff

Administrators

Directors

Teachers

Community

Other

Paraprofessional Staff

Paid Staff

Volunteers

Tutors ,

Peer Tutors

Advisory Council Members'

Task Force Members

I

fl



Individual
Code

-142-

Individual Description

2.4. Other

C

15i
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Code

3.1.

3.2.

3.2.1.

3.2.2.

3.2.2.1.

3.2.2.2.

3.2.2.3.

3,2.2.4.

3.2.2.5.

3.2.2.6.

3.2.3.

3.2.3.1.

3.2.4.

3.3.

3.3.1.

3.3.2.

3.3.3.

3.3.3.1.

3.3.3.2.
.411

3.3.3.3.

3.3.3.4.

3.3.3.5.

3.3.4.

3.3.5.

3.3.6.

3. INSTITUTIONAL TAXONOMY

Description

Federal Agency

State Agency

Administrative (Director R2R, Budget, Coordination)

Education Specialist'Staff

-Training

Public Relations

Evaluation

Program Design

Field Consultation

Materials Deirelopment

Advisory Council

Task Force

Other

Local Education Agency

Board)of Education Policy-Making Unit

School District, Administration

Local School

Pre-School

P
Elementary

Jr. High

SecorAary

Other Special Client Groups

College or University Department

Junior or Community College

Community Center

152
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Code Description

3.3.7. Public Library

3.3.8. Industry

3.3.9. Advisory Council

3.3.9.1. Task Force

3.3.10. Mass Media

3.3.11. (space)

Adult development agencies

3.3.13. Correctional Institutions.

3.3.14. Other'

3.4. Universities

3.4.1. Contracted` Services
1

3.4.1.1. Training

3.4.1.2. Public Relations

3.4.1.3. 411, Evaluation

3.4.1.4. Selection

3.4.1.5. \Program Design

3.4.1.6. . Field Consultant

Materials Development

3.4.1.8. Advisory Council

3.4.2. Contributory Services

150 .
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4. CHANGE VARIABLE TAXONOMY - INDIVIDUALS

Code Description

4.1. Knowledge

4.1.1. History

4.1.2. Concepts

4.1.3. Beliefs about learning

4.1.4. Problems

4.1.5. Research Findings

4.1.6. Current Practice

4.1.7. Of RFP

4.2.

4:2.1.

4.2,2.

4.2.3,

4.2.4.

4:2.5.

4.2,6.

4.2.7.

4.2.8.

: 4.2.9.

4.3.

4.3.1.

4.3.2.

4.3.3.

4.3.4.

4.3.5.

4.3.6.

Skills

Professional skills

Team participation skills

Administtative skills

Problem solvibg skills

Research skills and evaiUation

Analytical skills

Dissemination-and demonstration skills

Teaching skills

Counseling skills

Attitudes

toward local project staff

toward administration

Public school teachers

Education Specialist

Members
,

of community

Minority groups

154



Code

4.3.7.

4.3.8.

-146-

Description

Special client groups

Locl edudation agency personnel

4.3.9. toward students

4.3.10. toward-othei-edutators---
4

4.4 Relations

4.4.1. with local project staff

4.4.2. with administrators

4.4.3. with Education Specialist

4.4.4. with members of community

4.4.5. with minority groups

with other states

4.4.7. with special client groups

4.4.8. with public school teacher

with educators ti

4.4.10. with local education agency personnel

4.4.11. with studentg

4.4.12. with public school teachers

.4.13. with other educational agencies,(other)

15i
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5.1. Purpose

-147-

5. CHANGE VARIABLE TAXONOMY - INSTITUTIONS

Description

5.1.1. to facilitate training'of educational personnel

5.1.2. participation in a consortium or other cooperatiVe
arrangement

5.1.3. development of instructional programs

5.1.4.
41'

5.1.5.

revision of existing instructional programs

to facilitate institutional conditions conducive
to the effectiveness of educational ,programs

5.1.5.1. , change delivery of_readinOkills

5.1.5.2.

5.1.6.

change administrative support

.0articipationin policy ,making activity (parity)'
o

5.1.7. development of c9mmunity services-and resources

dissemination of information

5.2. Internal Maintenance

5.2.1. strengthen staffing arrangements

5.2.2. development of staff selection model

5.2.3. improve policy making procedures

5.2.4. improve internal communication

5.2.5. improve staff training

5.2.6. increase member rapport and commitments (morale)

5.2.7.
0

development of Programs with other, 2R projects.

S
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APPENDIX D

Operational Definitions of Planning, Formal Training,

Staffing Arrangements, Field Based Activities,

Management and Coordination, and Evaluation

15'i
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erational Definitions of Planning, Formal Trainin , Staffin Arran ements,
'Field Based Activities, Fanagement and Coordination, and,!;valpation

Planning
Wobstet (1968) defines planning as "devising a scheme or program for

making, doing, or arranging; sotething, to construct a method of proceeding."
In the case of R2R Projects, individuals engaged in planning would participate
in the following types of activities:

compiling lists of population segments tepresentative of community,
selecting priority first year objectives for the Advisory Council,
developing plans for Advisory Council activities,
planning the yearlong R2R program,
planning needs and resources assessments,
tapping media' resources,
planning staff development and inservice training,
planning evaluation activities. 0

Formal Training

4 Formal training- is broadly definel_to incInfleattenclaneebydizetors
and other project staff at miniworkshops given by the State R2R Staff and
formal coursew.ork offered by institutions of`higher education. It is not,

necessary that official credit be offered or obtained. In addition,
formal training can include training offered clients of R2R local programs.
This can involves staff development workshops, learning activities for parents,
training in reading skills, training of volunteers. Individuals should be
included in this category if they receive. formal training and /or if they
offer it.

Staffing Arrangements
Individuals involved in staffing* are those who have the task of placing'

persons in various positions or those who have tasks which bear Ion that
placement. These activities incitde:

requesting of nominations for various positions,
obtaining vitas and other recruitment information,
electing officers,
assigning staff responsibilities,
choosing resource people to help in training,
idntitying task forces.

Field Based Activities t

These involve activities at the local level (in the field) not necessarily
covered under other majoractivity categories. A wide variety of activity
is covered:

field testing of instruments,
conducting needs and resources assessments of all types,
implementing plans and programs,
suggesting methods of broadening services,
conducting surveys,
conducting informal training,.

15S
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Nanarrement and Coordination

Activities under this category are also varied. They involve tivorvising,
controlling, and organizlnr action. Activities which extablish links ind;
bring together related functions are included. Examples are,

dissemination of information, .

conducting of, meetings,
scheduling,,. of activities,

publicizing project activities,
coordinating litericy efforts,
answering requests from community,
submitting proposals and'Obtaining support,
recognizing contribution.

Evaluation
For R211 projects, evaluation \activities are best explained simply,

by examples. They. include the follo4ings

reports of progress, of inventories, and of statistics,
) designing of survey instruments,

writing interpretiligl_swearies,

assessing of accomplishment of objectives,
assessing effectivemeis of programs.

1.5
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APPENDIX E

The Right to Readllonitoring Instrument

and User's Manual
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c
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c
r
e
e
n
i
n
g
 
p
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p
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c
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c
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p
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c
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p
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c
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b
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c
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p
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c
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p
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p
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.

1
1
.
5
.
2
.

. C
s
.
)

A
.

S
e
e
k
 
a
n
d
 
o
b
t
a
i
m
A
d
v
i
s
o
r
y
 
C
o
u
n
c
i
l
 
a
n
d
 
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t

a
n
d
 
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
f
o
r
 
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
v
o
l
u
n
t
e
e
r
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.
°

B
.

S
e
l
e
c
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c
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p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.

C
.

S
u
r
v
e
y
 
c
o
n
c
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p
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b
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c
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p
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p
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c
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p
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b
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c
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p
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p
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c
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c
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c
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p
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p
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b
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e
x
p
e
c
t
e
d
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
o
n

C
o
d
e

1
4
,
5
-

1
4
.
5
.
2
,

1
4
.
5
.
3
.

1
4
.
5
.
4
.

.
1
4
.
 
5
.
 
5
.

1
4
.
5
.
6
.

1
4
.
5
.
7
.

4
1
.
4
.
1
*
,

1
4
.
5
.
9
.

N
u
m
e
r
a
t
e
 
t
h
e
 
k
i
n
d
s
 
o
f
 
l
i
t
e
r
a
c
y
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
:
 
t
h
a
t
 
s
h
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
e
s
-

a
b
i
l
s
h
e
d
 
i
n
 
y
o
u
r
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
i
f
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
 
w
e
r
e
 
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
.

B
.

F
i
n
d
 
o
u
t
 
w
h
a
t
 
k
i
n
d
s
 
o
f
 
f
i
n
a
n
c
i
a
l
 
a
n
d
/
o
r
 
t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
 
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e

c
a
n
 
b
e
 
o
b
t
a
i
n
e
d
 
f
r
o
m
 
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
f
e
d
e
r
a
l
,
 
s
t
a
t
e

a
n
d
,
 
l
o
c
a
l

l
e
v
e
l
.

C
.

O
b
t
a
i
n
 
f
u
n
d
i
n
g
 
g
u
i
d
e
l
i
n
e
s
,
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
v
e
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

f
o
r
 
g
r
a
n
t
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
a
.

D
.

D
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
e
 
w
h
e
t
h
e
r
 
o
r
 
n
o
t
 
p
r
o
p
o
s
a
l
 
g
u
i
d
e
l
i
n
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y

t
o
 
t
h
e
 
k
i
n
d
s
 
o
f
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
r
e
 
n
e
e
d
e
d
.

E
.

I
f
 
s
o
,
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
 
a
 
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
v
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
o
f
 
p
e
o
p
l
e
 
t
o
 
h
e
l
p
 
w
r
i
t
e

t
h
e
 
p
r
o
p
o
s
a
l
.

F
.

W
o
r
k
 
c
l
o
s
e
l
y
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
s
,
 
s
o
l
i
c
i
t
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
o
u
s

f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
 
a
n
d
 
o
f
f
e
r
i
n
g
 
s
u
g
g
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 
a
b
o
u
t
:
 
d
i
m
e
n
s
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

p
r
o
p
o
s
a
l
.

G
.

P
r
e
p
a
r
e
 
t
h
e
 
f
i
n
a
l
 
p
r
o
p
o
s
a
l
.

H
.

O
b
t
a
i
n
 
b
i
c
k
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
p
o
s
a
l
 
w
h
e
r
e
v
e
r
 
p
o
s
s
i
b
l
e
.

I
.
.

S
u
b
m
i
t
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
p
o
s
a
l
.

J
.

I
f
 
f
u
n
d
s
 
o
r
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
a
w
a
r
d
e
d
,
 
b
e
g
i
a
 
m
o
r
e
 
e
x
t
e
n
s
i
v
e

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
.

K
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
i
z
e
 
t
h
e
 
f
a
c
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
 
w
e
r
e
 
a
l
l
o
c
a
t
e
d
 
t
o

t
h
e
 
l
o
c
a
l
 
R
i
g
h
t
 
t
o
 
R
e
a
d
 
e
f
f
o
r
t
.

A
c
t
i
v
i
t
y

C
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d
'

3 3 3 3 3

4
3 3 3 3 3

A
c
t
i
v
i
t
y

A
c
t
i
v
i
L
y

I
n
 
P
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

N
o
t
 
S
t
a
r
t
e
d

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2



-

P
r
o
j
e
c
t

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
1
5

A
c
t
i
v
i
t
y

C
o
d
e

1
5
.
4
.
1
.

1
5
.
4
.
2
.

15
,1

.1
.

i
1

t
i
o
n
 
w
i
t
h
'
 
t
h
e
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
m
e
d
i
a
 
c
e
n
t
e
r
.

4
.
 
P
l
a
n
 
f
i
e
l
d
 
t
r
i
p
s
 
t
o
,
t
h
e
-
p
u
b
l
i
c
 
l
i
b
r
a
r
y
,
 
n
e
w
s
p
a
p
e
r
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
,
:

.
r
a
d
i
o
 
a
n
d
 
T
V
 
s
t
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
a
n
d
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
c
e
n
t
e
r
s
.

1
5
.
2
.
1
.

D
.

W
o
r
k
 
w
i
t
h
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
o
n
 
i
n
t
e
r
d
i
s
c
i
p
l
i
n
a
r
y
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
;

3
2

1

r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
n
t
e
n
t
 
a
r
e
a
s
,
,
e
t
c
.

1
5
.
1
.
2
.

E
.

S
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
 
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
 
l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

1

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
y
o
u
r
 
c
l
a
s
s
r
o
o
m
 
t
o
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
c
o
r
e
 
h
o
w
 
t
h
e
y
 
c
a
n
 
r
e
i
n
-
.

f
a
r
c
e
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
h
o
m
e
.

T
h
e
s
e
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
:

1
.
 
O
n
e
-
t
o
-
o
n
e
 
c
o
n
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
t
o
 
d
i
s
c
u
s
a
 
t
h
e
i
r

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 
p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s
.
'

2
.
 
A
f
t
e
r
-
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
o
r
 
e
v
e
n
i
n
g
 
s
m
a
l
l
-
g
r
o
u
p
 
s
e
s
i
o
f
t
s
 
t
o
 
s
h
a
r
e

i
d
e
a
s
 
o
n
 
h
o
w
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
c
a
n
 
h
e
l
p
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
c
h
i
l
d
 
l
e
a
r
n
 
t
o
 
r
e
a
d
.
 
.

3
.
 
P
o
t
 
l
u
c
k
 
d
i
n
n
e
r
s
 
f
o
l
l
o
w
e
d
 
b
y
 
a
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
t
h
a
t
 
f
o
c
u
s
e
s
 
o
n

r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
l
i
t
e
r
a
c
y
.

P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r

-
O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
S
t
a
r
t
 
N
u
m
b
e
r

l
1
 
r

1
3

1

S
p
e
c
i
a
l
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
l
i
t
e
r
a
c
y
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
l
o
c
a
l
 
R
i
g
h
t
 
t
o
 
R
e
a
d
 
d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
'
s
 
o
w
n

.
.
.
c
l
a
s
s
r
o
o
m
 
W
i
l
l
%
 
b
e
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d
.

S
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
y
,
 
f
o
l
l
o
w
e
d
 
l
a
 
d
a
t
e
 
o
f
 
e
x
p
e
c
t
e
d
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
o
n

r 
V

C
i
r
c
l
e
 
O
n
e

5
.

I

A
c
t
i
v
i
t
y

N
o
t
 
S
t
a
r
t
e
d

1
A
.

D
o
 
a
 
t
h
o
r
o
u
g
h
 
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
e
a
c
h
.
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
'
s
 
a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
o
f

r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
m
m
u
h
l
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
s
k
i
l
l
s
.

B
e
c
o
m
e
 
f
a
m
i
l
i
a
r
 
w
i
t
h
-
a
l
l
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
c
h
o
o
c
a
n
d
'
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
a
e
s

t
h
a
t
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
h
e
l
p
 
e
x
p
a
n
d
 
l
i
t
e
r
a
c
y
 
o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
c
l
a
S
s
r
o
o
m
.

C
.

P
l
a
n
 
a
h
-
d
a
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
i
z
e
d
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
M
 
t
h
a
t
 
m
e
e
t
s
 
t
h
e
 
n
e
e
d
s
,
 
o
f
 
e
a
c
h
 
s
t
u
-

d
e
n
t
-
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
t
h
e
 
c
r
e
a
t
i
v
e
 
u
s
e
 
o
f
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
.
 
Y
o
u
 
m
i
g
h
t
:

I
.
 
U
s
e
 
s
e
n
i
o
r
 
c
i
t
i
z
e
n
 
4
 
o
r
 
o
t
h
e
r
s
y
o
l
6
t
e
e
r
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
t
:
u
n
u
n
i
t
y

t
o
 
_
d
o
 
t
u
t
o
r
i
n
g
.

-
 
1
,

.

2
.
 
O
r
g
a
n
i
z
e
 
a
 
p
e
e
r
 
t
u
t
o
r
i
n
g
.
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.

3
.
 
A
r
r
a
n
g
e
 
s
t
o
r
y
 
h
o
u
r
s
,
 
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
 
r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
 
o
r
 
r
e
c
r
e
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
r
e
a
d
-

i
n
g
,
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
,
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
 
p
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
 
i
n
 
c
o
o
p
e
r
s
-

F
.

S
h
a
r
e
 
y
o
u
r
 
i
d
e
a
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
f
a
e
U
l
t
y
,
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
s
.

1



P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
C
o
d
e

O
l
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
1
6

A
c
t
i
v
i
t
y

C
o
d
e

1
6
.
5
.
 
1
.

1
6
.
4
.
2
.

P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
S
t
a
r
t
 
N
u
m
b
e
r

1
1
1
2
 
1
 
3
1
4
1
5

1

T
h
e
 
m
e
d
i
a
 
p
r
o
g
z
a
m
 
i
n
 
R
i
g
h
t
 
t
o

R
e
a
d
j
'
s
c
h
o
o
l
s
 
w
i
l
l
 
f
u
n
c
t
i
o
n
 
a
s
 
a
n
 
i
n
t
e
g
r
a
l
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
t
h
e
 
l
i
t
e
r
a
c
y

e
f
f
o
r
t
.

,
/

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d
 
C
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
o
n
 
D
a
t
e

/,

S
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
y
 
f
o
l
l
o
w
e
d
 
b
y
 
d
a
t
e
 
o
f
 
e
x
p
e
c
t
e
d

c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
o
n

A
c
t
i
v
i
t
y

C
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d

C
i
r
c
l
e
 
O
n
e

A
c
t
i
v
i
t
y

I
n
 
P
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

A
c
t
i
v
i
t
y

N
o
t
 
S
t
a
r
t
e
d

A
.

T
a
k
e
 
a
n
 
i
n
v
e
n
t
o
r
y
'
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
l
y
 
b
e
i
n
g
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
 
b
y

t
h
e
 
l
i
b
r
a
r
y
 
o
r
 
m
e
d
i
a
 
c
e
n
t
e
r
 
i
n
 
R
i
g
h
t
 
t
o
 
R
e
a
d
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
s
.

B
.

D
i
s
s
e
m
i
n
a
t
e
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
 
a
l
l
 
f
a
c
n
i
t
y
 
a
n
d
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
a
b
o
u
t

e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
.

4

C
.

S
u
r
v
e
y
 
f
a
c
u
l
t
y
,
 
a
n
d
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
n
e
e
d
s
 
t
o
 
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
e

i
f
 
m
e
d
i
a
,
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
s
h
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
e
x
p
a
n
d
e
d
.

D
.

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
o
f
f
e
r
i
n
g
 
a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
,
 
m
e
d
i
a
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s

(
N
O
T
E
:
 
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
e
s
 
m
i
g
h
t
 
b
e
 
k
e
e
p
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
m
e
d
i
a
 
c
e
n
t
e
r
 
o
p
e
n

a
f
t
e
r
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
a
n
d
 
o
n
 
w
e
e
k
e
n
d
s
,
 
p
r
o
d
u
c
i
n
g
-
 
'
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l

m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
 
u
p
o
n
 
r
e
q
u
e
s
t
,
 
e
x
p
a
n
d
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n

i
n
 
o
n
e
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
a
r
e
a
 
o
r
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 
o
r
 
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
i
n
g
 
s
t
o
r
y

h
o
u
r
s
)
.

E
.

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
 
t
h
e
 
n
e
w
 
p
l
a
n
P
f
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
.

z

F
.

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
.
t
h
e
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
n
e
s
s
 
o
f
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
m
e
d
i
a
.

M
o
d
i
f
y
,
 
e
x
p
a
n
d
 
o
r
 
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
m
e
d
i
a
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.

ti
.4

a

1 1 1 1



N
a
m
e
 
o
f
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r

P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
C
o
d
e

N
o
.
 
o
f
 
I
n
d
i
V
i
d
.

i
n
 
I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
n
g

P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
L
o
c
a
t
i
o
n

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s

F
o
r
m
a
l

S
t
a
f
f
i
n
g

F
i
e
l
d
 
B
a
s
e
d

D
a
t
e

M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t

,
A
4
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t

\
B
o
a
r
d
 
o
f
 
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

L
A

f
7

1
7

/

f
7

2
/

3
/

,

3
7

4
/

4
/

4

,

.

5
/

5
/

5

6
/

.

6
/

6
/

-
-
,

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
D
i
s
t
,
 
A
d
m
i
n
.

2
B

P
r
e
-
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
(
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
)

3
C

$

E
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y
;
 
(
s
t
u
d
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Monitoring Procedures for Local Right to Read Projects:

The Discrepancy Fvaluation Model: An Overview

For eflicient monitoring of local R2Rprojects, a model of evaluation had

to be selected which' organized a. large ariety of program variables into a system

that could be pasily utilized and understood by both State Staff and local direc-

tors. the Discrepancy Evaluation Model (DEM)
1 was judged to satisfy these general

criteria and was chosen as the model upon which a monitoring system for future R2R

Projects was to be developed. what follows is a description of the framework of

ideas on which, the DEM is based and the general way in which it will be used with

R2R Projects.
-

Components of the Model

The DEN posits that the, basic componehts of projects of action are the acti-
i

vities to be atcomplished,and the individuals and institutions involved in these

activities. It proposes further that individuals will change in some measurable

way as A result of these activities. The DEM assumes that projects have not

emerged without some degree,of planning and that this planning activity has been

conducted for the express putposeof reaching some stated objectives. When indi-

viduals involved in the project adequately perform the planned activities and

reach their intended goals, they accomplish what they initially proposed ought,

to have been accomplished. lo the extent that proposed activities and objectives

are not fulfilled as originally intended, there exists a discrepancy betw-en what

ought to have been accomplished and what in reality was accomplished. It is
4
thi

ditterence - between real accomplishments and those originally intended (the

onvhtst - that del ines the discrepancy tor this model of evaluation.

1 Provas, Malcolm, Discrepant/ Evaluation, California
.

ration, l971.

McCutchan Publishing Corpo-

AO*
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Requirements for Application: Input. and Output.

In utilizing this model for monitoring local R2R projects, it is required,

that local R2R directors suit information concerning the intended activities

and objectives to be a4omplished, a list of the individuals and institutions

participating, and a time frame for completion of these events. Periodic re-

ports to the Slate R2R Staff of progress towards completion of stated objectives

are then-compared to'the initial intentions as outlined.in the submitted Plans.

From these comparisohi the Stale R2R Staff can evaluate the progress of individual

projects relative to stated intentions as well as evaluate rekative progress of

the projects statewide.

An additional function of the DEM is to describe the ways in which project

participants as a group have changed over time as a result of the activities per-
4

formed. the changes described by the DEM constitute increases in knowledge and

skills and changes in the attitudes and relations of the project participants.

Lach activity that is chosen by local directors involves one of these kinds of
-

changes. the progress status of each activity as reported b'y directors provides

the basis upon which an assessmN of the degree of change in knowledge, skills,
\.

attitudes, or relations is made.

:iimmary

the DiscrepAnc.' Lvaluation Model enables a monitoring agency (the Slate Staff)

to judge the progress of individual local projects through comparison of real ac-

complishments wIth'intended accomplishments. Such measures of discrepancy can

.then be collectivel, interpreted and compared across all projects or groups of

protects. In addition, estimations of change with respect to knowledge, skills,

attitudes, and relations can be made for ind,Lvidual projects or for protects Its

a whole.
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The R2R Evaluation instrument: Development and Utilization,

In order to Monitor R2R local projects using the DEM, an instrument was de-

'

veloped lobe utilized by local directors for planning their projects and report-

.

ing progress. A copy of this instrument has been included di the end of this
ef

packet, and it May be helpful to refer to it."ohile reading the following sections.

Develo ment of the Instrument

Thelfchlowing explanation outlines the procedures undertaken in the construe-

tionof the instrument and explains the meanings of its various pArts. Prior to
0

designing thethe instrument, four separate classification lists were constructed and

1

. i

coded: The first listed all the activities of -R2R projects and divided the acti-

vities into one of six major elements (categorids). These six elements are:

1) Planning, 2) Formal' Training, 3) Staffing Arrangements, 4) Field hased Activi-

ties, 5) Management and Coordination, and 6) Evaluation. Under such classifica-

lion, every activity became a sub - element under one of the six ,elethents, and

each was assigned a code number (1'- 6) designating t1} kind of activity it was.

Each activity was then assigned an additional Code RuM'ber indicating the sequence

in which the activity was to be undertaken. For example, Objective #1 requires

sixteen 4ctivitis which can be categorized under the major elements of Planning,

Staffing,'Management, and Evaluation. Therefore, each activity was assigned num-
.

hers 1, 3, 5, or 6. An additional number from 1 to 16 was assigned indicaRg

t.,ic order in which the activities were to be accomplished.

io distinguish the activities fqr one objective from the activities of an-
P

other, each activity was assigned one ahlre number; the number of the objective it

belonged under. For R2R projects there are a total of sixteen objectives. Con-

sequently, eachactility received a third number code (1 - 16).

Summarizing, the coding system used.for' the classification of activiLles in-

valves three separate classifications for.each activity: the objective th

187
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ty pertains to (1 16),, the kind of activity (1 - 6), and the order in

which it is to be performed (1 - 16-tor Obiective #1, 1 - 14 for Ob4ctive '2,

etc.): The entire code for the first activity of Objctive 1 therefore appears

as follows:

First planning. activity to be ac%dmplished

Planning activity 41

ObjectiV'e #1

activities and their codes appear on pages 1 to 17 on the instrument with the

above codes in the left hand column,-

The'second classification list to constructed was composed of the individ-

duals who maY be involved in R2R projects. The individuals were simply listed and

given a code comprised of a letter and a number (page 18 of instrument). A simi-

lar third classification list was constructed of the institutions' which may be

involved. Each institutiop was also given a code number and letter, bu& the se-

q?ence of the:letter and number was reversed from that of the list' of institutions

(page 14 of'the instrument).

he fourth classification list-identifies the change variables which are as-

sociated with the activities. It will be remembered that.a change'variable indi-,

cates the condition that a Particular activity seeks to change, and the variables

under consideration represent changes in knowledge,-skills, at titudes, or rela-

/
Lions. In the monitoring of local projects, the'State R2R Staff will need/ to de-

termine the knowledge, skills, attitudes, or relations resulting from performance

of the activities. ro facilitate the gathering of such information, each change

variable was listed and given both a letter and number code. The later indicates,

the major classificatioa of knowledge (K), skills (5), attitudes (A); or relations

(R), and the number indicates tilt. kind of knowledge, skill, attitude, or relation

I

1
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as identified in thA classification list of change variables. Each activity was

then assigned a change variable code. These codes do not appear on the instrument

itself since project directors will not need to deal with them. They are con-

tained in the computer program, however, which compiles the project data, and

change variables information will appear on computer printouts for the State Staff.

and local directors.

How to Use thlInstrument

The'instrument is to be used basically in two ways: as an aid tooproject 4

planning and as a monitoring device. During the training, directors will receive
1

copies of the instrument. After becoming quite familiar with all its aspects,

they will engage in the planning of their project or will report the previously'

determined plan by circling thosee4bjectives and activities on the instrument

which they intend to accomplish.' In addition, they willfill in- the estimated

time of completion of objectives in the space at the end,of each objective. It

is also suggested- that a completion date be asighe8 each activity.

a The last two pages of the instrdMeat
-

compi-ise the listings of'type and
.

1

ber,of individuals and institutions involved ih the local project. Besides re-
i\

porting on these pages the nuer of individuals and institutions, directors will

also show the major activities that the individuals and institutions will be in-

volved in by placing checks in the appropriate columns labled planning,, formal

training, etc.

The instruments containing; the circled object\ives and the itemization of the

type and number of individuals and institutions constitute the directors' project,

.$plans. These project plans will e due from all directors either at the end of

the training session or shortly following its conclusion'(to be determined by the

Uaivei-sity and State R2R Staff).

Ihe first seven-objectives and their activities are to be completed v 11

lie

1.
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project directors. the remaining nine objectives and included activities are op-

tional, and directors are free' to choose among these for inclusion in their project.

For the monitoring function, directors will receive by mail the same forms (or

copies) they had previously filled out which indicated the objectives and activi-

ties they had chosen. Included with the instrument will be instructions for re-
,

porting their progress. Directors will circle the numbers 3, 2, or 1 in'the three

columns at the right of the instrument indicating the status of completion of the

acti'v'ities under each required and chosen objectiye. Once the numbers have been

circled for each activity originally chosen to be accomplished, the completed in-

strument will be mailed back to the State R2R Staff for computer analysis. This

reporting proc'ehre will be repeated throughout the year, the number of times to

be determined by the State R2R Staff.

Detailed Instructions for Completing the Instrum.lt

Certain specific details'concerning use of the instrument must be outlined at

this point. At the top left of each page of the instrument, there is a space

for Project Code. The project code is a 5 character code. The first character

is simply the number of the training session attended. For Fall, 1975, this will

be number 3, and all directors in the same training session will have the same

number 3 for their first digit. The second character equals the number of the

geographic region that directors are from; either region 1, 2, or 3, The last

three characters (places) are the first three letters of the name of the town

directors are from.

On the upper right hand corner of the instrument, project directors 1111 in

their name,'and hen below it Uliey,circle one of the numbers in the five boxes.

the number 1 is selected in most cases for this reveals that directors are

startin.,4 on that particular oblectie for the first time. If in the future ,they

,,vre to do this objective a second time, or were to drop it and restart again
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later, they should circle the number in the` second box. If started a third time,

they would circle the number in the third box and sb on. For.the computer ana-
1

lysis, it is extremely important that this number be circled. The computer will

interpret the completion status of the activities according to what number is

circled above.

Objectives 11 - 13 each require the same activities., The only difference

among these objectives is that Objective 11 applies to pre-school, Objective 12

to K 12, and Objective 13 to the adult level. Directors may choose one or all

three objectives depending upon the breadth of their volunteer program. If they ,

choose more than one level, they will evaluate the completion'status of activi-

ties as they pertain to all levels separately. A separate sheet of activities

will have to be used for each level of operation.

Finally, for the last two pages of the instrument, directors will have to ,

determine which individuals and institutions are involved in planning, formal

training, staffing, field based activities, managemnt and coordination, and

evaluation. To make this determination consistent among directors, these six

categories have been defined including examples for clarification, and a'speci-

fic set of instructions have been formulated.

Instructions

Instructions for filling out the final two forms are as follows. Cae sheet

is for individuals and one is for institutions, and this is indicated at the top

of the left hand column on each form. On the 'individuals" form, you will see a

space for name, project. location (town, district, and county), and the date. In

the left hand column is list of the different roles which individuals in a

Right to Rend Project Lin occupy. The column to the right' of this is labeled

Code, and nothing has to be done by R2R directors for this column. The next

column asks for the number of individuals involved in'the various roles. For

example, in most projects there is a single director. If this were the case, a

1 1.
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number 1 would appear in this column. Many projects involve teachers, in some

capacity, If 5 teachers were involved, the number
/

5, would appear in this column

next to the category; reacherS,. Directors of projects which do not utilize

415
teachers will leave that part of the'column blank. At the bott,am, there is a

space labeled "other",.and if other roles exist which have not been included.0
.

/

they can be listed at the bottom of,:tilepage.
,

'Columns 1 - 6 refef to the major type of act4vity which individuals might -lb.

be involved in. Directors, for example, may have been heavily involved in Plan-

ming the program, Formal Training ofvolunteers, Assigning Staff members,-and

conducting the Evaluation. In this case, a number. 1 (indicating one director)
I p

would appear under those major activities ( lumns 1, 2, 3 and 6). Please not

that the director is to be listed in eachtif. the activity categories in which he

will participate. This is true for the other Lridividualis as well. 'For example,,

the advisory council members may be primaril) involved (either as a group or as
51

task forces) in the activities of Planning and Evaluation. The number of indi-.

,/.

viduals involved (from the AOLsory Council) in these activities should then kd
I.

,.
. .

%indicated in columns,1 and/6./.If, for example, atask ,E;Kce Of..rou't.Tembera'

//' . , ,

. .

were to participate in Punning, and an additionalrtask,.f4ce of 6,members, par-/

i

u

ticipated in more than one activity the number would d appear'under each acti-

vity. 'Appearing in each of the columns, then, mill be the numtok of individuals

who participate in a particular role. When stating numbers, tif,persdns, please

remember to make the distinction between clients to be served and participating'

project persontll.

In some cases, decisions will have to'be made concerning what constantes
0

participation and what does not. The determination of significant participa-
,

/I tion will be reft to the judgement of i-ndividual directors. Peasontple esti-,

mates of numbers of participants will be acceptable.
4

* o

operational,definitions of the activities appearing on these two forms

4 r.
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,
ave' al;,o beon incincom
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Phis is to identify what is meant by these terms and

to insure that'dll Airect.ors view these activities similarly.

We form for Vfnstitutiondn'is tkarly'identicaljn its intent and struc-
,

1

ture to,tAat of'").14Aiduals, " and ,the same procedure can be' followed

out b.Oth'forms: 'These data Will be ue,ilized primarily' to_ formulate ad overall

profile of Right to Read Projects in general in terms of these characteristics.

o

1

I

011

e

a

it
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Operational Definitions of PlalininA formal Trainin_ Stall' Arran
rield'Based.AcCivities, lanagement and.Cootdin'ation, and Evaluation

ements, '

Planning

Webster (1968) defines planning as,"devising a scheme or program for making,:
doing, ocarranging something,, to construct a method of proceeding." In the case
of R2R Projects, individuals engaged in planning would participate in the fol-
lowing types of activities:

compiling lists o'f population segments 'representative of community,
selecting priority'first year objectives for the Advisory Council,
developing plans forAdvisory Count.il activities,'

oitg `R2it program,

pinning needs and resirces assessments,
tapping. media resources,

-planning staff development and in- service, training
planning evaluation activities.

formal Training
-A

Formal training is broadly defined to include attendance 1;5F direCtors and
other project staff at mini workshops given by the State R2R Staff{ and formal
coursework offered by institutions of higher education. It is not necessary
that official credit be offere.Yor obtained. .In addition, formal training. can
include trairAg offered ,clients of R2R local programs. This can involve staff
development workshops, learning activities for parents, traing in reading
skills, training of volunteers. ,Individuals should be incIdded.in. this cate-
gory if they receive formal trainpg and/or if they offer it.

Staffing Arrangements

Individuals involved in staffing are those who have the task of
persons in various positions or those who have tasks which bear upon that
placement. These activities include:

requesting of nominations for various positions,
obtaining vitas and other recruitment, information,

. electing officers
, assigning staff responsibilitles,
choosing resource people to help in training,
identifying task forces.

ti

Heed Based Activities .

.

These involve activities at the local level (in the field) not necessarily
covered under other major activity categories. A Wide Nrarietrof activity is
covered:

field testing of instruments,

coodu,cting-needs and resources assessments of all types,
implementing plans and programs,

'suggesting methods of broadening services,
conduct,ing ,/surveys,
conducting informal, training.

Management and Coordination .

Activities under this category-are also varied. They involve supervising,
cbntrolling, and organiiing action. Activities, which establish links andibring
together related fuelctions are included. Examples are:

dissemination of 'information,

conducting of meetings,
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n

schtduling of activities,
publicizing projedt activities,

arra.
:coordinaiing :literacy efforts,
.answering requests front community,
submitting proposals and obt.iining support,
recognizing-contrikutions.

Evaluation

For R2R projects, evaluation activities are best explained simply by
'examples. They include the following:

reports of progtess, of inventories, and of statistics;
designing of survey instruments,

int-e-r-pr-e-ti-VesumMaries-r

4

assessing of accomplishment of objectives,.
assessing 'effectiveness of-progams.

4

\.
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R2R Success Level and SES

I'

Date of Preparatiod'

12/75

e r.
The success rating for each project,was determine.' as expla4ped on,the

"Right' to Read Project Summary Sheet:" The SES measure was obtained' by sub-

. ,

eractiRg the percent of Title I. elegibles in each school dIsvictXprovided

by the IOE'data processing service in November, 197'5) from 100., The descrip-

tive statistids for the two variables are'presented in the following.table:.

variable

succdss

SES

Of the 55 Right to Read

4

mean s.d.

5.64 3.49

85.04 17.62

programs presaly in opetation, the correlation

between success and SES is +0.31. Though the correlation is not very large,
4

it is statistically significadt at p < .01. Thus, there ilva tendency for

'the more
6
successfulprojects to be those in higher SES communities,

a / .

tendency is greater than that which would befexpecttd by chance.

I

4

rt 1.97

O

and this

p.

4

4
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Code

IlAUW
21E10
11ROC
11SUG

11LAN
11PAL
lion

, 11LGR
anyc
11POR
11ROS

11OHI

21AEA
11MOR.
21STJ

'11LE119

11JOL
,

code

12CHA
22GEO
-12LIN

12BLO.

22LLC
&E'C
221U`.

22LER
120AK
22CHA
22BHC
12PON
12PEK
1.2CLI

12N9R
22WAS
12DWI

22HUT
12PEO

KLY -PUNCH SUMMAY SHEET: R2R PROJECTS'

Region 1'

ti

Aurora West'

Zion
Rockford -

. Sugar ,Grove

DeKalb
Lansing
Palcis Hills

OrldndcPark
.Long'Grove
411inois Youth ,Centers

°Port Byron
Rosel4
#2'99' Chicago

Aurora east'
Morrison
Chicago"

Lemont
S,tateville

\

Region' 2

Champaign
CeorgetOwn
Lincoln
BlbeminOop
Lake Land College
Decatur'

Kankakee..
Leroy
Oakwood
Charlesyon,
Kewanee
Pontiac
Pekin

Normal
Washington
Dwight-
Hutsonville
Peoria

,

9 - 12 = 'Excellent
. ,

8,- 4 = Average

3 - 0 = Poor

Amber-of
Successf0.
Vrofiles

11

11

10,

10

9

8

8
.7

6

5
5

. 4

3

2

2

't1

0

./

ESEA .

yercentage-
Eligitles

5.58
15.7
14.

.31

3.86

, 4.55

2.79
. 2.64

' 7.97
"3.70

. 41.36,

11.36, '

: 6.57
''41:36

.? 8.04

Number of
6 Successful

Petfiles

ESEA
Percentage'

TS

.

Eligibles

12. 13.37

10 14.91'

10 .

9
e

13.82

9 9.87

9 5.92
9 14.90

8' ,8.75

8 9.90

'7 9.87

7 12.57

'6'
.6 4.88

6 ' 7..68

6 8:47
5.96

4

0 12.88

0 .19.21



Code' Re ion 3'
.

.
'13ALT 1. Alton ,

13C0L, -Collin'sville. .

23MON Monmouth .

I/ . 13CHR Christopher
23FRA' ' Franklinranklin

13HAN Hanna City

13WIN Wincheste'r
\,', 13MAS Mascoutah,

13EDW
13LOV

Edwards
Lovejoy

230FA O'Fallon
. .

. 23P\w
7230SL

,

13MEN
13DAL

e '13ESL
13EST
liCAI

.7V

..10.

Number of
'Successful
Profdiles.'

'

: 1

.

.

)

.

,

ESEA

Percentage
'Eligibles

.1,

4 10

10

, "10

9

'.

.

5

5 ,

4

4

0

5.84
10.38 .

38.F3
;11:54. ,.

.*,'

17.64
'13.06

18..96

70.91'
7.81

.
3

3

Pawnee

Springfield: OSL
Menard .

,

Dallas City
East St.'Louis
East St: Louis
Cairo 4

:

3

2

g
2

1

1

0

'

'

*

',71.22

19.04
**

*

16.91
65.81
65.81

4'

. 4

correctional institution,
private school

For the projetiact code the data card columns are:

o

.
. ,

',..

. Column 1:+ Training session %'

Column 2: Region

Column 3, 4, 5.:

:

Pfoject.code .

I'

1
,

.
,,,.

Example: 11AUW means training session #1, Region #1, Aurora, West

. ,
.

3

.0

C

19

1



t

RANK ORDER OF R2R'PROJECTS INDICATING NUMBER OF
OBJECTIVES COMPLETED FOR THE THREE REGIONS

t

A

i

17's

,

9

Rbgion 1 Region2 . Region 3

Aurora West Champaign 12 Alton 10

Zion 11 GeorgetoOn' 10." 0 i-----Coilravlle'

Rockford 10 ti Lince14 10 Monmiwth
s 4Jo

1Sugar Grove 10 BlOomington 9 Christopher 9

DeKalb 9 --Lake Land College '9 Eranklin

Lansing 8 Decatur' .9 Hanna City 5

Palos Hills 8 .'Kankakee :,9 Winchester, 4

Orland Park 7 LeroS' 8 Mascoutah r 4

LOng Grove 6, *wood 8 Edwards 3

Ill. Youth Centers 5 ' Charleston 7 Lovejoy' -3.

Port Byron 5 Kewanee 7 O'Fallon," '

Roselle' ,4 Pontiac 6 Pawnee

4299 Chicago 3 Pekin . 6 Springfield: OSL 2

Aurora East 2 Clinton § Menird ' ; '2

-Morrison,

Chicago

2

1

;Normal
.Washington

6

4

Dallas City
East St. Louis

I 2
1

Lemont oryight 4 East St, Louis 1

Stateville P., Hutsonville o r

Peoria 0

9

J

vs

9
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Categories ofActivities for Staff Utilization of Time
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is

. Categories of Activities, for Staft Utilization of Time Reports ,

,

A. Preparing and Training

Making necessary arrangements and not'ifyi'ng Rarticipantss when apprOPrl-
k

ate, on current workbnP details; identifying, preparing or gathering necessary,

materials and equipment for workshop packets and presentations.

b. Information Dissemination

Responding to'requests from local+tRight to'Read directors, including LVA

., , ,

participants; providing brochures, training program information,, National Read-

.
.

.
.

ling Improvement information; providing, for agency and university staffs, mate-

rials for meetings; respondihg to telephOne requests:

c Plar:niag:

Writing 'state Right t50 Read Plan and addenda tp it;. attending Right to Read

staff meetings to discu s prograth direction and workshop activities; attending

sectional staff meeting's and in-service sessions.

d. In-house Reporting

Annual and monthly reports, travel vouchers, evaluation comments, visitation
"

reports, telephone geports, requests for proposals, memorandapurchape requisi-

4111

tions, etc. .

e. Workshops

Identifying, prepaYing or gathering materials for packets of preseatations;

presentations at IjorkshOps.

Advisory Councils a. A

Communication. with advisory councils and task forces; organizing State

'Advisory Council; researching information fdr advisory councils or task forces.

.

g. Professional Growth

Attending Internationalational and state conferences; reviewlng liter-
,

*0 .2O



r

ature and materials from National Right to Read, from othei.agenciesilithin

the state office, and from within the section.

z

,

,

I

T4



APPEN15.I.X H

.
a

Proposed Total Budget
Including Carry-OverFunds and New Grant Monies

Right to Read In Illinois.
March 1, 1975 - February 28, 1976

A

.0

./

204

4



Y -196-
PROPOSED ITAL BUDGFT

g:IqLUD1NQ CARRY -OVER. F. ZS AND NEW GRANT' MONIES

RIGHT TO Itt o ILLiNOIS
MARCH 1, 1975 - KBRPARY 28, 1976

TOTAL 'BUDGET

MARCH-1, a974 - FEBRUARY 28, 1976

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

MARCH 1, 1974 - FEBRUARY 28, 1975

TOTAL RR? -OVER

,411.

CARRY-OVER

COOPERATWEE 'RESEARCH ACT GRANT

MARCH 1: 1975 - FEBRUARY '28, 1976

TOTAL PROPObED BUDGET

ibuuni 1, 1973 -. FEBRUARY 28, 1976

I. ,ADMINS,fRAtIq..

A. Ptofessi,;nal Personnel Casts

1 EdurationSpecialist = to serve
as RiOt to Rcad'CoprdinAtor for
Illinois.

. r
$1650.00 per .nonth X 12 months
14% fringe benefitS,

'Eduation Specialists - to help
irliplemtnt Right, to Read objectives

and offer consultative services to
local Right to Rend dIrectote

I..-

Av. $1160.00rPer month X 6 people
X 12 months
147: frin& Genefits

B. Svpport:Personnel Costs

4 Clerk iviliste to handle clerical
Antics fo17%the Coordinator and .

field consuLtants , '

:0

Av. $650.t0 per Nonlh X 6 people X
12 month',

14 .fringe benelir,%

I

'19,800.00
2,772.00

22,572.00

104,400.00
14,616.00

.119,016.00

t

$349,000.00

113 112.00

$235,888,00

$235,888.00

214,776.00

$450,664'.00

4 46,800.00
6,552k00

53,352%00

p

$22,572.00

$119,016.00

$53,352.00



C. 1 rAvel
-197-

Right to Read Cootdiwitor

,...,,Includes 5 meetings out-of-state

6 Right t Read field consultants
Includes 1 meeting each out-of-state

3,600.00

21;600.00

.1;

$3,600.00.X 6 people 0 25,200.00
a

D. Rent,

$900.,00 per month X 12 months 10,800.00

E. Supplies,. printing, postage
. . .

Supplies, Aut. $600per month X 12 mo.s4. 7,200.00

,Priating.(itemized in Program Plan) , 41,024.00

(
( Generalmmodities (itemized in _._.

i Progr.M Plan) . 20,000.00

,Pos age ,:. ,

. d

i COMmodities - Materials for Literacy
5,000.00

//Volunteers -of America VoKkshop ,(itemized
/ in Program Phan) 13,000.00

Equipment (itemized in Program Plan) 1,250.00
,,

/
87,474.00

'TOTAL ADMINISTRATION
f

II. CONTRACTUAL SERVICES.
4,

A. Travel expenses for participants
in regional training programs .

64 regions X 50 participants each

= 300 p4rticipants
PI

300 X,ay. $25:00 per day expenses

X 10 days 75,000.00

B. Re,lource people to assist in

regional training programs

Contractual fee -
$75:00 pei7day X 60 days 4,500.00

Travel expenses - ,
.

Av. $75.00 per day X.60 days 500 0041_______

. 0

C. 'Right to Read Advisory Council
/ and Task Forces ,

.Advisory Council
//

Task Forces /

r 1
D. Illinois-Wisconsin mini-workshop

fqe local Right to Read directors,

Travel expenses -
Av $100 X'100 people

E. Travel expenses for people attending
Literacy Volunteers of America. training

programs

Av. 600 participAn(5. X 510.00 per

206

$10,800.00

87474.00-,

S318,414.00

$75,000.00.

9,000.00 $9,000.00

6,000.00

8,750.00 $8,750.00

10,000.00 $10,000.00

/

6,000.00 $6,000.60



-196-
F. Contractual fee for external

evaluation bf Right to Read at
Office of'Che Supe-rintendent

of Public Instruction

G. Contractual fee to edit and index
ERIC abstracts ()dreading fo'r
joint ERIC-n(7)SP' publication

.TOTAL CONTRACTUAL

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION
TOTAL CONTRACTUAL

111

20

22y000.40 4 $22,000.00.

1,560.0 1,500.00

$132,250.00

S318,414.00
132,250.00

$450,664.00

z -

^%

el


